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MICHAEL  WENGER,  REPRESENTATIVE  OF  THE  GOVERNORS 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

And  we  are  proud  and  happy  today  to  have  the  ARC  with  us.  Mr. 
Chairman,  your  entire  prepared  statement  will  be  in  the  record, 
but  if  you  would  like,  you  may  proceed  and  introduce  your  associ- 
ates. 

Opening  Statement — Jesse  White 

Mr.  White.  Certainly.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members 
of  the  committee  for  this  opportunity  for  us  to  come  testify  on  be- 
half of  the  administration's  budget  request  and  to  tell  you  what  we 
think  is  a  very  proud  story  about  the  success  of  a  unique  agency 
under  your  purview,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  to  be  joined  in  testimony  today  by  our 
State  partners  at  the  commission  represented  by  the  State  cochair- 
man.  Governor  Jones  of  Kentucky.  I  am  always  pleased  to  be  with 
him.  He  has  been  an  outstanding  State  cochairman  this  year  and 
I  know  you  look  forward  to  hearing  from  him. 

In  addition,  I  guess  for  the  first  time  to  be  introduced  to  the  Con- 
gress, is  our  relatively  new  Executive  Director  of  the  Commission, 
Tom  Hunter,  who  moved  up  from  Tennessee  about  six  months  ago. 
And  Tom  heads  the  program  staff  of  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission. 

Mr.  Myers.  Governor,  we  are  pleased  to  have  you  once  again. 

Mr.  White.  I  am  also  pleased  that  Governor  Jones  can  be  here 
because,  for  the  last  three  years,  the  administration,  of  course,  has 
given  its  strong  support  to  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
and  our  State  partners  and  the  13  governors  have  joined  in  support 
of  the  administration  request. 

So  we  are  pleased  to  be  here  singing  from  the  same  song  sheet 
today,  Mr.  Chairman. 

As  most  of  you  know,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  was 
created  in  1965  as  a  result  of  a  visit  first  to  President  Kennedy  and 
then  to  President  Johnson  by  the  Appalachian  governors.  It  was  a 
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gubernatorial  initiative,   and  Congress  responded  by  creating  in 
1965  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act. 

The  Congress  found  that  it  was,  in  fact,  in  the  national  interest, 
even  though  there  were  only  parts  of  13  States  served,  to  bring 
these  communities  and  these  people,  to  the  table  of  the  American 
economy,  and  to  make  them  contributors  to  the  national  resources 
rather  than  drains  upon  them. 

Congress  wisely,  I  think,  and  in  a  very  farsighted  way  created 
two  aspects  to  our  program.  One  is  the  Appalachian  regional  devel- 
opment highway  system  authorizing  some  3,000  miles,  because 
Congress  found  that,  in  fact,  the  interstate  highways  had  largely 
bypassed  the  mountains  both  because  of  low  traffic  count  and  the 
high  cost  of  construction.  Congress  further  found  that  a  region 
apart,  a  region  isolated  could  never  participate  in  the  American 
economy  and  so  it  authorized  this  special  highway  program. 

It  is  now  75  percent  complete,  and  I  would  personally  like  to  add 
my  word  of  praise  to  the  courage  of  Congress  through  the  last  30 
years  in  keeping  faith  with  the  people  of  Appalachia  in  building 
this  highway  system  because  it  has,  in  many  cases,  been  quite  ex- 
pensive. 

Congress  also  found  that  highways  were  a  necessary  but  not  suf- 
ficient condition  of  economic  development  and,  therefore,  created 
the  other  side  of  our  program  which  we  call  the  area  development 
program.  Congress  found  that  communities  also  need  the  other 
building  blocks  leading  to  economic  development  such  as  health,  in- 
frastructure, education,  training,  housing,  and  business  develop- 
ment; and  it  created  a  very  broad  statute  that  lets  us  get  involved 
at  the  Commission  in  a  broad  spectrum  of  development  activities, 
the  ultimate  goal  of  which,  of  course,  is  to  make  self-sustaining 
economies  and  independent  rather  than  dependent  people. 

Congress  did  this  through  a  unique  structure  called  the  Appa- 
lachian Regional  Commission,  which  we  like  to  say  is  a  unique  crit- 
ter in  town.  We  are  the  only  true  Federal-State  partnership  in 
which  the  Federal  representative — which  I  am  honored  to  be,  ap- 
pointed by  the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate — has  half 
the  votes  on  the  Commission.  The  13  governors  have  the  other  half. 

As  far  as  we  can  tell,  we  are  the  only  program  ever  created  by 
Congress  in  which  the  Federal  official  does  not  have  the  final  au- 
thority over  the  program.  Congress  appropriates  the  money  to  the 
Commission  and  not  a  dime  can  be  spent  nor  any  regulation  issued 
until  the  Federal  cochairman  and  a  majority  of  the  governors  reach 
consensus.  And  so  we  say  this  is  neither  dictating  policy  from 
Washington  to  the  States  nor  is  it  abdicating  policy  to  the  States 
but  calls  on  us  to  be  a  true  collaboration. 

In  addition,  the  States  underwrite  half  of  the  administrative  cost 
of  the  ARC  and  that,  along  with  other  efficiencies,  has  meant  that 
our  administrative  budget  has  been  less  than  3  percent  of  our  ap- 
propriated funds  over  the  30-year  history  of  the  agency.  Over  90 
percent  of  our  money  goes  into  the  communities. 

We  think  Congress  was  wise  in  also  building  into  our  program 
wide  flexibility.  The  governors  have  broad  authority  in  how  the 
money  will  be  used  in  his  or  her  State.  The  breadth  of  our  program 
and  the  fact  that  it  is  a  regional  agency  means  that  we  can  attack 


problems  on  an  interstate  rather  than  a  State-by-State  basis.  I  will 
say  a  little  bit  more  about  that  in  a  moment. 

Finally,  we  were  set  up  to  be  supplemental  to  other  Federal 
agencies  and  not  duplicative.  Our  entire  staff  is  only  50  people  and 
many  of  our  programs  are  in  fact  administered  by  other  Federal 
agencies.  We  were  seen  as  the  glue  money  to  enable  poor  commu- 
nities to  participate  in  other  Federal  programs. 

In  terms  of  our  budget,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  year  I  will  just  give 
you  the  higWights.  The  President  is  requesting  $183  million  which 
is  $99  million  less  than  our  appropriated  level  for  this  year— a  35 
percent  reduction,  and  a  $4  million  reduction  over  the  administra- 
tion request  for  this  year. 

And  so,  on  the  one  hand,  we  think  we  are  doing  our  part  in  tight- 
ening the  belt  in  these  troubled  times,  but  also  we  think  $183  mil- 
lion would  sustain  a  viable  program. 

In  terms  of  these  two  sides  of  the  house  that  I  mentioned  a  mo- 
ment ago,  first  the  highway  side.  There  are  3,028  miles  authorized 
by  Congress  in  the  Appalachian  highway  system.  2,275  are  either 
open  to  traffic  or  under  contract.  752  remain  to  be  completed. 

Our  request  this  year  for  highways  is  $90  million,  which  is  a  $10 
million  reduction  from  the  request  last  year  and  a  $99  million  re- 
duction from  the  appropriated  levels  but,  again,  we  feel  like  this 
$90  million  is  a  viable  amount.  It  will  allow  us  to  put  about  45 
miles  under  contract,  50  miles  purchased  right-of-way,  and  30 
miles  for  completion  of  design. 

The  other  side  of  the  house  is  area  development,  and  there  we 
are  requesting  $82  million  which  is  almost  a  $6  million  increase 
over  this  year's  request  and  appropriated  levels.  Area  development 
money  is  spent  in  the  areas  of  physical  development— which  is 
mostly  infrastructure,  water,  and  sewer,  and  so  forth;  human  re- 
source development— education,  training,  health,  and  other 
projects;  and  business  development— such  as  the  creation  of  indus- 
trial parks,  business  incubators,  technology  transfer  systems  busi- 
ness networks  and  so  forth. 

As  you  will  see,  the  drift  of  the  Clinton  administration  budget 
has  been  to  move  more  toward  balance  between  the  highway  side 
and  the  nonhighway  side.  Our  request  this  year  would  be  $90  mil- 
lion for  highways  and  $84  million  for  area  development  and  we  are 
moving  in  that  direction  for  two  reasons.  First  of  all,  when  Con- 
gress enacted  ISTEA,  most  of  our  roads  were  brought  under  the 
National  Highway  System  and,  therefore.  States  can  now  build  the 
Appalachian  roads  out  of  both  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  and  the 
special  Appalachian  appropriation.  And  secondly,  we  feel  the  need 
to  pay  more  attention  to  these  issues  such  as  basic  infrastructure 
human  resource  development,  and  business  development. 

A  study  that  was  done  a  few  years  ago  which  related  job  creation 
to  the  corridors  found  that  there  was  a  high  correlation  in  northern 
and  southern  Appalachia  but  a  weak  correlation  in  central  Appa- 
lachia  suggesting  to  us  that  we  need  to  emphasize  the  human  re- 
source development  and  the  business  development  side  of  the  equa- 
tion. So  we  are  moving  to  more  balance  there. 

Also,  in  the  nonhighway  category,  we  were  requesting  a  level 
tunding  of  $5.3  million  in  support  to  our  69  local  development  dis- 


tricts  from  which  many  of  our  projects  arise.  It  is  pretty  much  a 
bottom-up  process  and  also  technical  assistance. 

I  would  also  like  to  mention  that  this  year,  the  Commission — as 
I  say,  we  have  to  sit  with  the  governors  and  the  Federal  cochair- 
man  together — we  voted  to  take  $6.2  million  off  of  the  top  of  this 
area  development  allocation  which  would  normally  go  on  a  state- 
by-state  basis  to  fund  what  we  consider  to  be  three  critical  regional 
initiatives. 

These  initiatives  are  international  trade  development,  tele- 
communications, and  the  development  of  leadership  and  social  and 
civic  institutions  at  the  community  level.  We  are  very  excited  about 
these  regional  initiatives  and  we  hope  the  Commission  will  con- 
tinue to  fund  those  in  the  future.  Again,  that  comes  out  of  the  area 
development  money  and  I  will  be  glad  to  say  more  about  those  in 
the  question  and  answer  period. 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  in  short,  has  worked.  It 
has  been  a  success  story  both  in  terms  of  our  Federal-State  model 
where  the  governors  are  key  players,  also  in  terms  of  impact,  Mr. 
Chairman.  The  National  Science  Foundation  a  couple  of  years  ago 
funded  a  study — the  ARC  really  didn't  know  it  was  going  on — in 
which  these  researchers  went  back  to  1960  data  and  took  the  397 
counties  originally  in  our  program  and  found  statistical  twins  to 
those  counties  that  were  not  inside  ARC.  From  1969  to  1991  they 
traced  the  impact  of  the  ARC  investment  and  found  that  the  Appa- 
lachian counties  grew  48  percent  faster  in  total  personal  income,  5 
percent  faster  in  population,  and  17  percent  faster  in  per  capita  in- 
come— the  most  rigorous  study  we  have  seen  yet  of  the  impact  of 
the  ARC  investment.  These,  however,  are  aggregate  statistics,  and 
I  would  like  to  also  say  a  word  about  the  more  human  impact  of 
the  ARC  investment  over  the  past  30  years. 

The  ARC  has  brought  clean  drinking  water  and  sanitary  sewer 
systems  to  over  700,000  residents  in  our  most  distressed  counties. 
We  have  invested  $16.5  million  in  revolving  loan  funds  in  all  but 
two  of  our  States  that  have  helped  some  740  small  businesses  cre- 
ate 8,000  permanent  jobs.  We  have  funded  the  building  of  400  pri- 
mary health  care  clinics  that  now  serve  over  4  million  people,  and 
now  there  is  some  basic  health  care  within  30  minutes  of  every  citi- 
zen of  Appalachia. 

We  built  some  700  vocational  and  technical  schools  that  now 
serve  about  500,000  students  a  year.  And  in  terms  of  education,  we 
have  seen  Appalachian  adults  over  25  move  from  32  percent  having 
high  school  educations  in  1965  to  68  percent  today.  And  even  more 
heartening  among  young  adults,  18  to  24,  the  percentage  that  have 
high  school  educations  now  actually  exceed  the  national  average  by 
one  point,  so  we  thank  you.  It  is  a  real  success  story. 

The  question  might  arise,  if  we  have  done  so  well,  then  why  do 
we  need  to  stay  in  business?  Has  the  job,  in  fact,  not  been  com- 
pleted? The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  Appalachia  over  the  last  30 
years  has  become  a  region  of  contrast  and  some  of  our  areas  have, 
in  fact,  done  very  well  and  approached  national  norms  in  terms  of 
economic  development.  But  much  of  our  region  still  has  not.  And 
so  it  is  important,  I  think,  to  disaggregate  the  total  statistics. 

The  northern  and  southern  part  of  Appalachia  has  done  very 
well;  central  Appalachia  remains  severely  distressed.  In  all  of  Ap- 


palachia,  there  is  also  a  difference  between  our  metropolitan  econo- 
mies which  are  doing  well,  and  the  rural  and  small  town  economies 
which  are  almost  uniformly  doing  more  poorly.  In  fact,  we  have  115 
of  our  399  counties  that  are  classified  as  severely  distressed.  In 
these  115  counties,  the  counties  have  two-thirds  of  national  per 
capita  income;  150  percent  of  U.S.  poverty;  and  150  percent  of  U.S. 
unemployment. 

These  115  counties  are  eligible  under  commission  policies  for  spe- 
cial assistance.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  these  13  States  also  vote  to 
take  20  percent  of  the  area  development  money  off  the  top  to  target 
our  distressed  counties  and  four  of  our  13  States  stand  aside  be- 
cause they  don't  have  any  distressed  counties. 

And  so  I  commend  this  committee  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
keeping  faith  with  the  20  million  people  of  Appalachia  through 
these  years.  Many  of  them  have  been  tough  politically  to  build  the 
highways  and  put  the  education  and  training  systems  and  business 
development  systems  in  place.  The  theme  of  my  chairmanship  has 
been  to  create  entrepreneurial  communities  and  enterprising  peo- 
ple. What  we  strive  for  is  to  create  self-sustaining  economies  and 
independent  rather  than  dependent  people.  And  our  ultimate  vic- 
tory, Mr.  Chairman,  is  when  we  can  come  to  you  and  say  the  ARC 
is  no  longer  needed. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Governor  Jones.  We  are  pleased  to  have  you  here  today. 

Governor  Brereton  Jones — Opening  Statement 

Governor  JONES.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  a 
pleasure  to  be  here.  I  want  to  thank  not  only  you  but  Ranking  Mi- 
nority Member  Congressman  Bevill.  Difficult  to  use  that  Minority 
term.  But  speaking  of  that,  my  very  good  friend  for  whom  I  have 
unlimited  respect.  Congressman  Rogers  from  Kentucky  and  other 
Members  of  the  committee,  I  very  much  appreciate  this  oppor- 
tunity. 

I  have  a  very  competent  staff  that  has  prepared  some  marvelous 
remarks  here  and  wonderful  statistics  and  I  think  I  could  be  daz- 
zling if  I  read  from  this  script,  however  it  would  seem  that  you 
probably  hear  enough  scripts  read  from  day  to  day  and  I  would  just 
like  to  try  to  tell  you  in  my  own  words  how  important  the  Appa- 
lachian Regional  Commission  is  to  what  it  is  that  each  of  you  is 
about. 

You  would  not  be  in  Congress  if  you  didn't  care  about  people. 
You  would  not  be  going  through  the  physical  rigors  of  campaigns 
and  elections  if  you  were  not  trying  to  accomplish  things  to  help 
people.  And  if  ever  there  was  a  program  that  ought  to  be  contin- 
ued, quite  frankly  ought  to  be  expanded,  it  is  the  Appalachian  Re- 
gional Commission  because  it  really  is  a  relationship  between  peo- 
ple at  the  grassroots  level  where  these  programs  start,  which  is,  of 
course,  at  the  level  where  I  think  there  is  the  greatest  knowledge 
of  what  needs  to  be  done. 

And  it  works  its  way  up  to  the  State  House  and  then  all  the  way 
up  to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  And  it  is  this  cooperative 


effort  and  this  cooperative  spirit  that  has  allowed  us  to  put  to- 
gether the  statistics  that  I  think  are  so  important. 

As  you  just  heard  Jesse  White  saying  that  as  we  are  here  today, 
that  in  the  group  of  people  between  18  and  24,  that  we  actually 
have  a  higher  education  rate,  a  higher  high  school  education  rate 
in  Appalachia  now  than  we  do  in  the  rest  of  America.  And  of  course 
that  was  not  true  at  the  very  beginning. 

And  if  you  look  at  where  investments  have  been  made  over  these 
last  30  years,  you  will  see  that  it  was  primarily  put  together  in 
order  to  build  water  lines  and  sewer  lines  and  to  do  those  things 
that  would  allow  Appalachia  to  be  able  to  help  themselves.  And  we 
have  made  great  progress  in  that  regard.  And  now  we  are  begin- 
ning to  invest  more  in  human  capital. 

I  think  you  would  agree  with  me  that  it  is  fundamentally  impor- 
tant to  try  to  make  certain  that  every  American  has  indoor  plumb- 
ing, but  it  is  even  more  important  to  make  sure  that  they  have  a 
good  education.  And  then  they  will  be  able  to  provide  their  own 
plumbing  once  we  give  them  that  education.  So  it  is  a  combination 
of  these  things  which  we  must  do. 

And  in  Kentucky  we  have  fought  for  and  been  able  to  build  more 
water  lines  and  sewer  lines  and  develop  for  business  and  more  jobs 
and  help  more  people  to  have  indoor  plumbing.  We  have  also  fo- 
cused on  specific  projects  that  we  feel  are  of  paramount  impor- 
tance. 

I  thought  it  might  be  interesting  to  go  over  just  a  few  of  these 
for  you  to  kind  of  let  you  know  where  we  are  coming  from  and  why 
this  is  so  fundamentally  important. 

I  went  to  the  Blaine  Elementary  School  in  Lawrence  County, 
Kentucky,  where  $430,000  had  been  approved  to  help  build  31 
miles  of  water  line  for  that  area.  And  the  principal  of  the  school 
met  me  at  the  door  and  literally  had  a  few  tears  rolling  down  his 
cheeks  because  the  children  in  that  school  did  not  have  clean  water 
that  they  could  drink.  They  had  to  provide  bottled  water  and  at 
home,  they  didn't  have  clean  water  they  could  drink.  And  this  prin- 
cipal was  justifiably  worried  and  concerned  about  where  they  were 
going  to  get  that  clean  drinking  water. 

And  what  was  going  to  happen  to  those  kids  if  they  didn't  have 
clean  drinking  water.  Some  of  them  had  never  had  running  water 
at  all,  even  in  their  own  homes  and  that  $430,000  that  we  came 
up  with  was  only  part  of  the  funding  because  the  community  has 
also  gotten  another  community  development  block  grant  of 
$750,000  and  a  Farmers  Home  Administration  grant  of  $500,000, 
a  Farmers  Home  loan  of  $400,000,  plus  local  funding  of  $118,000, 
and  then  people  in  that  community  doing  over  $35,000  worth  of  the 
work  themselves  that  they  donated  to  this  project. 

So  that  $450,000  that  the  ARC  put  forward  had  been  parlayed 
into  a  construction  project  of  $2.3  million.  And  I  dare  say  that 
there  are  very  few  programs  in  Washington — and  you  are  far  more 
knowledgeable  about  what  programs  exist  than  I  am — but  I  dare 
say  there  are  not  many  programs  that  can  match  that  kind  of 
record  where  they  inspire  people  to  invest  their  own  money,  inspire 
communities  to  invest  their  own  resources  in  order  to  bring  water 
lines  and  sewer  lines  and  educational  opportunities  to  their  people. 
So  in  terms  of  getting  your  money's  worth,  I  don't  think  that  there 


is  any  question  that  the  taxpayers  of  America  have  more  than  got- 
ten their  money's  worth  from  the  ARC. 

I  think  we  all  recognize  that  government  at  all  levels  has  gotten 
too  big.  It  is  too  wasteful,  and  I  think  the  public  has  generally  sent 
that  message  to  all  of  us,  Democrats,  Republicans,  and  Independ- 
ents alike.  But  I  think  that  what  we  are  asking  for  is  a  program 
like  the  ARC.  A  program  where  people  must  commit  to  help  them- 
selves or  else  it  doesn't  work. 

The  ARC  doesn't  put  up  all  the  money  as  we  know.  We  get 
matching  funds.  It  averages  throughout  the  whole  program  a  three- 
to-one  match.  We  are  pleased  in  Kentucky  we  even  have  a  little 
better  match  than  that.  We  put  up  more  local  money  than  that.  We 
feel  that  this  is  important. 

I  went  to  the  Hindman  Settlement  School  in  Knott  County,  Ken- 
tucky to  take  word  that  the  school  would  be  receiving  $75,000  to 
give  scholarships  to  hire  tutors  who  would  help  the  dyslexic  chil- 
dren there  learn  how  to  read.  And  during  my  stop,  some  of  the  stu- 
dents read  to  me  to  show  me  how  much  they  had  learned  so  far 
in  that  school. 

And  during  just  a  six-week  summer  program,  the  students  there 
advanced  on  the  average,  a  full  grade  level.  In  six  weeks  of  a  sum- 
mer program  that  was  financed  primarily  with  the  help  of  the  ARC 
and  other  matching  funds,  they  advanced  a  full  year,  a  full  grade 
level  in  math,  reading,  and  comprehension. 

So  the  school  started  with  $75,000  and  ended  up  with  other 
matches,  it  was  a  $235,000  program,  and  something  that  every  one 
of  you  would  be  extremely  proud  of  if  you  watched  those  kids  read 

I  went  into  rural  Pike  County  with  $381,000  of  ARC  money  that 
would  help  the  community  purchase  a  modular  building  to  be  used 
as  a  health  clinic  and  medical  equipment  for  that  building.  18,000 
people  in  that  county  did  not  have  access  to  primary  health  care. 
And  to  show  you  how  important  the  clinic  was  in  Pike  County, 
more  than  20,000  people  signed  a  petition  asking  for  this.  That  is 
20,000  people  in  a  total  population  of  73,000  people. 

That  is  a  tremendous  outpouring  of  support  for  this  program, 
$381,000  that  we  had  was  a  start  and  the  local  community  contrib- 
uted $40,000,  and  income  from  the  program,  another  $392  000 
would  fund  the  rest  of  it.  So,  again,  we  started  with  $381,000'and 
we  ended  up  with  more  than  $813,000  and  we  are,  therefore,  able 
to  provide  the  kind  of  health  care  that  these  people  needed  and  de- 
served. 

I  went  into  Whitley  County  which  does  not  have  a  public  sewer 
system  to  announce  that  $450,000  in  ARC  money  would  help  fund 
a  sewer  project  for  Whitley  County,  Stearns,  and  Marshes  Siding 
and  many  of  the  566  homes  that  would  be  affected  still  had  only 
outdoor  facilities,  and  the  treatment  plants  that  had  been  built  to 
serve  two  large  schools  and  several  public  housing  projects  didn't 
work. 

The  $450,000  in  ARC  funds  will  be  supplemented  with  a  million 
dollars  in  Farmers  Home  loans,  a  Farmers  Home  Administration 
pant  of  nearly  $900,000,  a  block  grant  of  $750,000  and  $74,000  in 
local  money.  So  the  total  project  cost  with  a  $450,000  ARC  invest- 
ment is  more  than  $3.1  million. 
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We  could  go  on  and  on  with  these  kinds  of  examples.  I  wanted 
to  come  here  today  and  look  you  squarely  in  the  eye  and  tell  you 
that  I  don't  think  there  is  a  better  investment  in  all  of  the  Federal 
Government  than  the  investment  that  you  make  in  the  ARC  pro- 
gram, and  I  would  not  only  strongly  urge  you  to  continue  it,  but 
to  model  other  programs  in  government  after  this  program  because 
it  is  a  tremendous  value. 

It  allows  people  and  actually  forces  people  to  work  together  in 
the  way  that  we  all  ought  to  be  working  together  at  every  level  of 
government.  And  that  is  why  the  13  governors  that  are  governors 
of  Appalachian  States  in  this  Nation,  all  13  are  strongly  support- 
ive, Democrats  and  Republicans  alike,  are  strongly  supportive  of 
not  only  the  continuation  of  this,  but  to  use  it  to  look  at  modeling 
other  programs  from. 

And  Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  permission,  I  would  like  to  present 
for  the  record  letters  from  12  of  the  13  governors.  There  is  one  that 
has  not  yet  arrived.  Governor  Parris  Glendenning  of  Maryland 
would  like  to  put  his  prepared  statement  with  these  and  it  will  be 
here  in  a  few  days,  but  I  would  like  to  present  these  for  the  record 
and  would  be  happy  to  respond  to  any  questions. 

[The  information  follows:] 


STATE  OF  ALABAMA 

r.oviRNOR's  Off  ici 
MONTGOMERY  36130 


FOB  JAMES,  m. 

GOVERNOR  February  24,  1995 


The  Honorable  Wayne  Gilchrest,  Chairman 
House  Public  Buildings  and  Economic 

Development  Subcommittee 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Chairman  Gilchrest: 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  (ARC)  program  has  been 
very  instrumental  In  the  development  of  Alabama's  Appalachian 
region.   ARC  Is  unique  in  that  it  is  a  shared  partnership  of 
federal,  state,  and  local  governments.   As  such,  ARC  provides 
flexibility  to  address  the  needs  of  the  people,  and  allows  the 
governors  and  local  governments  to  set  priorities.   ARC  funds  can 
be  used  in  so  many  areas,  such  as  education  excellence,  community 
development,  economic  development,  basic  services,  work  force 
development  and  youth  leadership,  to  name  a  few.   This  Is  not 
true  of  so  many  grant  programs. 

Recently,  we  had  an  emergency  situation  in  Alabama  as  a 
result  of  a  tornado  that  struck  in  three  of  our  Appalachian 
counties.   An  elementary  school  and  a  Headstart  program  facility 
were  completely  destroyed.   The  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
came  through  quickly  to  restore  education  opportunities  for  the 
children.   We  sincerely  appreciate  this,  and  it  makes  us  once 
again  thankful  we  do  have  an  ARC  program.   It  Is  one  of  the  few 
programs  that  is  responsive  to  local  and  state  needs.   We  not 
only  request  that  this  program  be  retained,  but  hope  that  other 
programs  will  be  modeled  after  this  one. 

Sincerely, 


Fob  James,  Jr. 
Governor 
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STATE  OF  GEORGIA 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 
ATLANTA  30334-0900 


Zell  Miller 

GOVERNOR 


STATEMENT  TO  THE  HOUSE   SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC   BUILDINGS  AND 

ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

GOVERNOR  ZELL  MILLER   -   GEORGIA 

February  22,  1995 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  this  statement  on 
behalf  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission. 

Loretta  Lynn  wrote  a  song  some  years  back  that  said,  "When 
you're  looking  at  me--you're  looking  at  country."  I  can  honestly 
say  that  when  you  are  looking  at  me,  you're  looking  at  Appalachia. 

I  was  born,  grew  up,  and  make  my  home  in  the  Appalachian 
mountains  of  Georgia.  My  wife  is  from  the  same  area  in  Western 
North  Carolina.  and  I  am  intimately  familiar  with  this  region's 
history  and  heritage. 

When  I  was  a  baby  during  the  Great  Depression,  my  mother 
cleared  a  rocky,  broomsedge  field  and  waded  a  cold  moiintain  creek 
to  get  rock  to  build  a  house  while  my  six  year  old  sister  looked 
after  me  on  the  creek  bank. 

When  that  house  was  built,  we  raised  chickens  with  a  brooder 
in  the  living  room.  My  family  did  not  own  a  car  until  I  had 
finished  college. 

In  the  Great  Depression,  the  difference  between  Appalachia  and 
the  rest  of  rural  America  was  one  of  degree- -we  were  somewhat 
poorer,  somewhat  more  isolated,  and  somewhat  more  deprived  of  basic 
services  than  our  flatland  cousins. 

The  reason  we  have  an  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  is 
because  Appalachia  did  not  share  in  equal  measure  in  the  postwar 
prosperity  that  lifted  much  of  rural  America  into  a  new  era. 
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While  Appalachia  has  made  great  progress  in  the  last  thirty 
years,  you  can  still  clearly  see  the  marks  of  its  past  today--in 
the  physical  isolation  that  is  gradually  being  overcome  by  the 
Appalachian  highway  system--in  the  unusually  high  rate  of  adult 
illiteracy--and  in  the  poverty  rates  that  are  often  among  the 
highest  in  the  country. 

As  the  region's  helpmate  in  overcoming  this  legacy,  the  ARC  is 
a  program  with  several  highly  distinctive  features. 

First,  ARC  is  a  true  federal-state  partnership,  perhaps  more 
than  any  other  federal  program. 

The  thirteen  Governors  of  the  Appalachian  states  play  an  equal 
role  with  the  federal  co-chair  in  making  all  key  decisions  on  the 
Commission . 

Second,  ARC  constantly  encourages  the  kind  of  federal  inter- 
agency partnership  that  many  in  Congress  are  urging  on  Washington. 

All  our  brick  and  mortar  projects  are  conducted  in  conjunction 
with  another  basic  federal  agency,  with  the  Farmers  Home 
Administration,  HUD  and  EDA  notably  involved. 

Third,  ARC  leverages  non- federal  funds  to  an  extraordinary 
de_gree.  In  the  non-highway  segment  of  our  program,  ARC  on  average 
supplies  28%  of  total  project  costs,  which  means  that  every  dollar 
we  spend  leverages  $2.70  in  other  funds. 

Fourth,  and  perhaps  most  importantly,  ARC  is  a  flexible 
program  that  can  respond  to  the  critical  needs  of  each  Appalachian 
state,  with  short-  and  long-term  job  creation  being  the  most 
significant  criteria. 

To  give  you  just  one  example  of  the  creative  use  of  ARC  funds 
we  invested  a  mere  $54,000  in  Dalton,  Georgia,  the  carpet-making 
capital  of  the  world,  and  managed  to  develop  an  apprenticeship 
program  which  has  received  national  recognition. 

While  leveraging  $255,000  in  local  private  funds,  ARC  efforts 
in  Dalton  have  dramatically  reduced  high  school  drop-out  rates 
dramatically  increased  the  number  of  GED  graduates,  and  above  all' 
provided  new  hope  in  a  community  where  there  were  previously  few' 
employment  options. 
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ARC  Stands  willing  to  work  with  this  subcommittee  and  with 
others  in  Congress  to  keep  ARC  up  to  date  with  our  region's  most 
pressing  needs--and  in  synch  with  the  overall  federal-state 
strategy  for  addressing  those  needs. 

As  an  example  of  this  willingness  to  evaluate  our  work  and  to 
chamge  when  change  is  called  for,  I  want  to  bring  to  your  attention 
a  remarkable  study  conducted  by  the  Regional  Research  Institute  of 
West  Virginia  University  and  funded,  not  by  the  ARC,  but  by  the 
National  Science  Foundation. 

Using  a  control  group  methodology  that  matched  the  3  97 
counties  in  the  Appalachian  region  with  similar  counties  elsewhere, 
the  study  examined  the  region's  progress  since  the  creation  of  ARC 
in  1969. 

The  study  concluded  that  Appalachian  counties  grew 
significantly  faster  thein  the  control  group  in  income,  earnings, 
population  and  per  capita  income,  and  that  ARC  had  helped  them  do 
so. 

ARC  is  ready  to  be  tested,  and  ready  to  adjust  to  the  needs  of 
our  region.  We  take  seriously  our  responsibility  to  insure  that 
every  dollar  we  spend  is  spent  as  effectively  as  possible.  We  will 
continue  to  do  so.   Theink  you. 
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STATE  OF  MISSISSIPPI 

OFFICt  OF  THE  C0\  EKNOK 


February  16,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Distinguished  Members  of  the  Committee: 

I  regret  that  I  am  unable  to  appear  before  you  personally  at 
this  time.  Nonetheless,  I  want  to  share  with  you  my  views 
concerning  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  (ARC) . 

It  is  no  secret  that  I  am  not  a  proponent  of  federal  big- 
spending  programs.  I  believe  that  the  federal  government  is  too 
big,  spends  too  much  of  our  money,  and  makes  too  many  decisions  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  that  should  be  made  by  local  or  state  officials 
who  understand  the  problems  and  challenges  we  face. 

However,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  is  different. 
The  ARC  is  a  partnership  between  the  federal  government,  the  13 
Appalachian  states,  and  local  officials.  The  federal  government 
cannot  make  rules  or  regulations,  establish  guidelines,  or  fund  any 
projects  without  the  agreement  of  a  majority  of  the  ARC  Governors. 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  is  not  an  oversized 
bureaucracy:  it  has  a  staff  of  approximately  50  people,  spends 
less  than  3%  of  its  budget  on  administrative  expenses,  and  the  ARC 
states  pay  50%  of  the  administrative  costs.  In  fact,  if  one  were 
to  use  one  federal  agency  as  a  model  for  reorganizing  other  federal 
agencies,  I  would  strongly  suggest  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  as  worthy  of  imitation. 


Sincerely, 


KIRK  FORDICE 
Governor 


msr  OFFICE  BOX  nS-MCKSOS    VtlSSISSIPl-l  ,W203.TEI.  (601)  :t.W  3150  •  fax  (6f)l|359-:)741 
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STATE  OP  New  York 


GCOfiCt  c  PataKi 
Gcvef»iofl 


February  28,  1995 


Dear  Mr.  Gilchreat: 

I  would  like  to  expreaa  mv  full  oupport  for  the  re- 
^uthorizstion  o£  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission.   This 
program  ia  vital  to  the  aconomic  progress  and  human  rasource 
development  of  ch€  14  counties  m  the  AODalachian  regioT  of 
Nqw  York  State.  " 

The  Appalachian  H«gional  CommiEsion  hae  provided  racourcee 
that  have  made  a  difference.   This  program  ia" a  cooparacive 
effort  between  the  private  and  public  sectors  to  identify  the 
best  projects,  and  to  assure  that  their  funding  will  result  in 
Che  creation  and  retention  of  joba  nhat  are  crucial  in  moving 
thio  region  to  an  oconomic  parity  with  the  rest  of  cne  State. 

We  ara  currently  pursuing  an  initiative  to  provide  this 
region  with  a  teLecommunications  aystem.   This  initiative  began 
m  1993  and  ia  moving  ahead  in  several  areas  stimulated  by  the 
rcBources  provided  by  ARC.   These  funds  are  leveraging  privata 
and  public  investment  m  a  coordinaced  program  to  provide  acoess 
for  educational,  health,  and  economic  development  purposes 
New  York  was  the  first  ARC  State  to  compieca  an  overall  plan 
coordinating  investments  in  this  complex  area. 

We  recently  approved  aevoral  telecommunications  projects  for 
funding  to  continue  this  significant  effort.   Included  are  the 
following : 

T^e  OCseQo.  Northern  Catsleyils  30CE3  Telecommunications  Ne^ 
--  This  eecablishee  a  f ully-interaccive  network  connecting 
the  BOCES  center  wich  a  sahool    districts  and  the  State 
University  at  Oneonta; 

The  Distance  Leagning  Network  Linkage  --  Funding  to  connect 
18  scnool  districts  to  an  .ojtc-supporced  nscworX  in  BOCES 
f*cilitlco  at  three  3itea,- 


EX£CUTivE  Chamber        State  Capitol        Albany  1222/4 
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Ihft  Rural  Npw  York  Kpalfh  >7ftt-workina  Pm-jprt  --  jquip  and 
connect  several  rural  hospitala  in  four  counties  with  aach 
other  and  the  larger  network  hospitals  of  the  Buffalo 
region;  and, 

Tho  Finqex  Lakes  Tnfarmjirinn   Tnf rant-mctura  --  Link  four 
educational  providers  with  Schuyler  hospital  to  provide 
enhanced  access  for  educational  opportunities  and  health 
prcgrams . 

Theae  examples  are  in  just  one  functional  area.   The  ARC 
program  has  the  flexibility  to  provide  invastment a  in  a  vide 
range  of  areas  where  local  needs  are  greatest.   This  fiscal  year 
we  expect  to  fund  almost  40  projects,  in  addition  to  the 
continued  work  in  the  highway  program  area  related  to  the 
complecion  of  the  Southern  Tier  Expressway,   This  program  should 
be  a  model  for  all  other  Federal -related  grant  efforts    For 
these  reasons,  I  urge  the  Congress  to  enact  the  legislation 
necessary  for  this  region  to  continue  its  progress 


very  truly 


Honorable  Wayne  Gilchreet 

Chairman 

Public  Buildings  and  Economic 

Development  Subcommittee 
tr.  S.  House  of  Reprasentacivas 
Washington,  D.  C.   20515 
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STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 

RALEIGH  27603-8001 

JAMES  B    HUNT  JR.  February    22,     1995 

GOVERNOR 

STATEMENT  of  THE  HONORABLE  JAMES  B.  HUNT  JR. 

COMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  AND  INFRASTRUCTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

U.  S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

I  am  glad  to  have  the  opportunity  to  address  the  Public 
Buildings  and  Economic  Development  Subcommittee  and  to  offer  some 
evidence  that  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  a  unique 
partnership  between  the  federal  and  state  governments,  really 
works . 

You  can  ride  through  our  state ' s  ARC  counties  and  see  the 
legacy  our  predecessors  in  this  partnership  have  provided  for  the 
people  of  western  North  Carolina,  but  what  you  do  not  see  is  the 
way  our  partnership  with  local  leaders  has  empowered  this  region. 

In  our  Appalachian  area,  communities  work  together  as  in  no 
other  part  of  our  state.   They  decide  what  they  want  to  do,  what  is 
best  for  them,  how  they  want  to  do  it,  who  needs  to  be  on  board, 
and  how  they  will  pay  for  it.   Then  the  communities  set  out  to  make 
it  happen--whether  their  goal  is  building  the  water  and  sewer 
capacity  they  need  to  attract  and  keep  good  jobs  or  pulling 
together  the  resources  to  give  all  their  children  a  good  start  in 
life.   The  ARC  partnership  is  about  more  than  providing  the  last 
dollars  these  communities  need  to  reach  their  goal.   Our 
partnership  says  local  priorities  really  matter  and  we  can  work 
together  to  make  a  difference. 

The  Appalachian  program  provides  governors  with  the 
flexibility  to  work  with  the  private  sector  on  our  economic 
development  efforts.   Working  with  our  ARC  partners,  we  have 
averaged  $23  million  per  year  in  additional  private  investment  in 
our  Appalachian  counties  and  our  partners  in  the  private  sector 
have  created  2,000  new  jobs  a  year  for  the  people  of  western  North 
Carolina . 

I  hope  the  members  of  this  subcommittee  will  join  with  the 
Appalachian  governors  and  the  people  of  our  Appalachian  region  to 
support  the  continuation  of  this  partnership.   We  need  this 
partnership  if  our  Appalachian  region  is  to  attain  and  maintain  a 
competitive  position  in  the  global  economy. 
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Statement  From: 

QiOKQE  V.  VOIHOVICH 


To: 


U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 

Sub-Committee  on  Public  Buildings 

and 

Economic  Development 

Representative  Wayne  Gilchrest,  Chairman 

Febniny  2«,  1995 
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State  OF  Ohio 
OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 

GEORGE  V  voiNoviCH  Columbus  432e&O60i 

GOVERNOB 


February  27,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman: 


Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  provide  a  written  statement 
before  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives'  Public  Buildings  and 
Economic  Development  Subcoimittee  concerning  the  Appalachian 
Regional  commission  (ARC).  I  would  briefly  like  to  discuss  the 
"^r  tx,S  w  ,P''°^"°'  ^"'^  inform  the  committee  of  the  important 
role  ARC  has  played  in  helping  to  improve  the  quality  of  life  in 
the  2  9-county  region  of  southern  and  eastern  Ohio  that  is  federally 
designated  as  a  part  of  Appalachia. 

During  my  tenure  as  governor  (since  1991),  ARC  has  funded  over  90 
projects  in  Ohio  covering  a  wide  array  of  activities  ranging  from 
infrastructure  development  (water,  wastewater  and  roads)  that 
promotes  job  creation  to  educational/training  support  for  schools 
to  the  improvement  of  health  care  service  delivery.  These  projects 
have  provided  approximately  $13  million  in  ARC  funding  which  have 
^?,i^t  ^°  ^^^«"g«  °^^^  544  million  in  other  public  and  private 
funds.  It  is  fair  to  say  that  many  of  these  projects  would  not 
have  been  possible  (or  at  best  further  taxed  limited  state 
resources)  without  ARC  funding. 

The  above  statements  reflect  why  I  strongly  support  continued 
federal  funding  of  the  ARC.  The  program  offers  extreme  flexibility 
for  states  to  target  their  funds  on  projects  and  activities  which 
^,tt>.    "  Iw^   "^^'^^  ^^'^      priorities   of   their   communities. 

Furthermore,  the  ARC  is  a  unique  intergovernmental  partnership  that 
"?5^^;.„"  ^^  '^^^^fr  5''°"  ^^^  "bottom  up"  in  an  efficient  and 
effective  manner  with  input  from  local  governments  through  Local 
Development  Districts  (LDDs) .  This  coupled  with  a  limited  federal 
bureaucracy  that  provides  for  shared  leadership  with  the  states 

d«v!?  ^*  ^^  ^  '"''''*'  ^°^  ^"'^  provision  of  economic  and  community 
development  services  to  communities.  miMuuity 
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Page  Two 


In  closing,  I  would  ask  that  you  look  at  the  attached  distressed 
counties  map  of  Ohio.  While  the  state  (as  a  whole)  is  experiencing 
significant  economic  growth,  many  of  the  Appalachian  counties 
continue  to  lag  behind  with  high  unemployment  and  poverty  rates. 
Of  the  25  counties  that  are  classified  as  distressed,  23  are 
located  within  the  Appalachian  region  of  Ohio.  Without  the  ARC 
funding,  these  counties  would  have  even  higher  levels  of  distress 
and  greater  needs.  The  ARC  has  been  an  investment  in  the  people  of 
Ohio  Appalachia  that  has  proven  to  be  successful  and  should  be 
continued  to  help  foster  a  better  economic  and  social  climate  for 
this  region. 
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Regiona J  Offices 


Governor's  Office  of  Appalachia 
614-644-9228 


Prepored  by:  Ohio  Deportment  of  Development. 


3/93 
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Commonwealth  or  PcNNsrLVANPA 

Officc  of  the  Governor 

Harbisburs 

the  oovernor 

February  27,  1995 


The  Honorable  Bud  Shuster 

Chairman 

House  Committee  on  Transportation 

and  Infrastructure 
2188  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.   20515 

Dear  Bud: 

Pennail^nT-.^^"^  ""^  ^""t   ^«9*^«*i"9  the  Coiwnonwealth  of 
fr^nolJ^n   ?  «"PP°rt  for  the  reauthorization  of  both  the 
C^SJSioS'^*'"'"'"'  Administration  and  the  Appaiachi;n'J:gional 

itoaraV.\^H\"^^'-1'^   ^""^  innovative  economic  deve!oJme;t' 

8tru"^e  of  thHo^  rM''^-   '"  ^<^<^^^^on.    the  gove?n!ng 

the  f^rtfL?      Appalachian  Regional  Commission  --  m  which  both 


p"?p!-??.'L%'j:r.-:  ?r?s:^',j -.liv  L-r.r 


With  best  personal  regards. 

Sincerely, 


/6ytn  Aj^g 


Tom  Ridge 
Governor 
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^tate  of  ^0utlj  CHamlina 


OOVCRNON 

COLUMBIA  29211 


Post  Orncc  Box  11369 

February  27, 1995 


The  Honorable  Wayne  Gilcrest 

United  States  House  of  Representatives 

Chairman,  House  Public  Buildings 

and  Econonuc  Development  SutHZommittee 

332  Cannon  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Since  the  mid  1960's  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  program  has  played  a  major  role  in  the 
development  of  the  Apf>alachian  Region  of  South  Carolina. 

The  unique  federal/state  partnership  has  allowed  South  Carolina  to  utilize  hmited  Appalachian 
funds  to  leverage  local,  private  and  other  federal  funding  to  empower  the  great  people  of 
Appalachia.  In  the  30  years  this  program  has  been  assisting  South  Carolinians,  the  hinds  have  been 
primarily  utilized  in  the  creation  of  jobs  through  various  programs  in  workforce  training, 
education,  tourism  development  and  inft-astructure  improvements.  The  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  funds  have  played  an  intricate  role  in  the  development  of  the  regions 
telecommunications  network  and  have  also  assisted  in  the  reduction  of  infant  mortality  rates. 

Thirty  years  have  past  and  many  of  the  regions  characteristics  have  changed.  As  the  budget  crisis 
fuels  ftjture  changes  of  many  federal  programs,  it  is  important  to  remember  the  programs  which 
have  a  proven  track  record.  Although  all  programs  must  cut  their  fair  share,  to  my  knowledge 
there  is  no  other  federal  program  driven  by  local  community  needs  which  allows  the  state  and  the 
federal  government  to  have  an  equal  say  in  the  future  of  local  development.  This  type  of  program 
IS  a  model  of  the  kind  of  federalism  congress  has  been  pursuing.  On  behalf  of  citizens  of  South 
Carohna  I  support  the  continuation  of  this  very  worthwhile  program. 

Please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  me  if  1  can  be  of  any  additional  assistance  to  you. 
-Sincerely, 


David  M.  Beasley  ^  ^ — ^ 


Governor 
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February  28,  199S 


Honorable  Wayne  T.  Gilchrest 

Chairman 

Subcommltcee  on  Piiblic  Bulldinas 

and  Economic  Development 
Committee  on  Transportation  and 

Infrastructure 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Chairman  Qilchrest: 


Don  Sundquist 
oovxwior 


1  am  writing  to  indicate  my  strong  support  for  the  continuation 
of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  (ARC).   As  a  member  of 
Congress,  I  was  always  concerned  about  wasteful  federal  spending, 
and  the  proliferation  of  programs  which  were  designed  and 
Implemented  by  the  federal  government  distant  from  the  people 
they  were  designed  to  serve.   As  a  Governor,  i  have  come  to 
appreciate  the  strengths  of  the  ARC  program  which  focus  on 
building  the  capacity  for  future  growth  while  providing  a 
meaningful  role  for  states  in  determining  the  goals,  objectives. 
and  implementing  regulations. 

The  bulk  of  ARC  funding  in  Tennessee,  and  the  other  Appalachian 
!.!!^!!f:   -  Invested  in  infrastructure  projects  that  build  the 
capacity  for  economic  growth,  and  enable  people  to  live  In 
ThfiK   "'  ''??''  *"  healthy,  safe,  and  which  offer  the  promise  of 
a  higher  quality  of  life.   There  are  thousands  of  people  in 
Tennessee  who  have  jobs  as  a  result  of  ARC  assistance,  and  who 
are  now  contributing  members  of  the  state's  economy. 

Other  federal  programs  contribute  to  economic  development.   What 
makes  the  ARC  different  is  that  it  is  administered  closer  to  the 
people  it  serves.   The  shared  decision-making  which  is  the 
hallmark  of  ARC  involves  equal  participation  by  the  federal 
government  and  the  13  state  governments.  xeaerai 

au^no^r  S?''?^"'  hsppens  in  the  ARC  program  that  does  not  have  the 

«??e  and  i«^»i''^r"'.^^*  """^"^  ^^   '«"  ^«'>«*1  control,  more 
state  and  local  direction,  and  lower  administrative  costs. 
,,llZ^     tf^L   regulations,  and  spending  decisions  are  made  by  the 
prl"aed    *°°"*  '"°''*  effective  use  of  the  funding  that  is 


State  Capitol.  IfaahvlUe.  TcnneaMc  37243-0001 
Telephone  No.  (615)  74I-200I 
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The  Honorable  Wayne  T.  f'^lchrest 
February  28,  1995 
Page  2 

Only  the  Congress  can  d  termlne  the  level  of  spending  the  nation 
can  afford  for  economic  development  prograirs.   I  do,  however, 
feel  that  ARC  should  be  maintained,  and  that  tho  ARC  process 
should  be  evaluated  as  a  method  of  adminiat  aring  other  federal 
programs.   i  believe  ARC  represents  an  appropriate  balance  of 
federal  and  state  interests  while  maintaining  the  federal 
accountability  that  is  required. 

The  emphasis  is  now  on  block  grants.  ARC  has  functioned  largely 
like  a  block  grant  program  since  its  inception  in  1965,  but  with 
greater  flexibility.  With  block  grant  programs,  unlike  ARC,  the 
users  do  not  participate  in  promulgating  the  regulations,  they 
only  administer  what  is  given  them  by  Che  lead  agency.  The  fact 
that  ARC  is  regional  in  scope  should  not  detract  from  the 
strengths  of  its  institutional  structure. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration.   If  I  can  provide 
additional  information  I  will  be  most  pleased  to  do  so. 

Sincerely, 


2><^%^^ 


Don  Sundqui 
OS/mmt 


::&-^ 
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COMMONWEALTH  of  VIRQINIA 

Office  of  the  Gocemor 
February  27,  1995 

The  Honorable  Wayne  Gilchrist 

Chainnan 

Subcommittee  on  Pubhc  Buildings 

and  Economic  Development 
Committee  on  Transportation  and  Infrastrucmre 
332  Cannon  House  Office  Building 
Washmgtori,  D.  C.  20515 

Dear  Wayne: 

As  you  know.  I  am  a  strong  proponent  of  downsizing  government  — 
government  at  all  levels  has  simply  become  too  big  and  too  intrusive.   I  applaud 
the  efforts  of  the  current  Congress  both  to  put  its  fiscal  house  in  order  and  to 
allow  Amencans  to  have  more  control  over  their  lives.  You  are  on  the  right  track 
in  seeking  to  combine  myriad  categorical  programs  into  streamlined  block  grants 
and  to  giving  flexibility  to  the  States  regarding  implementation. 

In  the  context  of  this  new  partnership,  I  would  like  to  commend  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Coiiunission  (ARC)  as  a  model  of  an  effective  working 
relationship  between  the  federal  government  and  the  thirteen  states  that 
comprise  its  membership.  It  is  a  program  that  operates  with  a  minimum  of  red 
tape  and  bureaucracy  and  a  maximum  of  local  and  state  flexibility. 

In  the  year  that  1  have  been  Governor,  the  ARC  has  helped  us  in 
southwestern  Virginia  on  various  projects,  such  as  water  and  sewer  lines  that 
serve  industrial  sites.   While  recognizing  that  budget  cuts  will  be  necessary  to 
bring  the  federal  budget  into  balance,  I  hope  you  will  reflect  favorably  on  this 
unique  federal-state  partnership  and  the  benefits  it  is  providing  in  one  of  our 
country's  poorest  regions. 

With  kind  personal  regards,  I  remain. 

Sincerely, 

^^^yy^^ — 

^<^-— -^  jitorgc  Allen 


SUM  Capitol    •   Rjchaumd.  Vltguuj  23219   •   (804)  786.2211    •   TDD  I 
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STATE  OF  WEST  VIRGINIA 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 

CHARLESTON  25305 


Gaston  Caperton 
Governor 


TESTIMONY  OF  THE  HONORABLE  GASTON  CAPERTON 
GOVERNOR  STATE  OF  WEST  VIRGINIA 

to 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  TRANSPORTATION  AND  INFRASTRUCTURE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

THE  HONORABLE  WAYNE  GILCHREST,  CHAIRMAN 

February  22,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman,  Distinguished  Representatives,  Ladies  and 
Gentlemen.  I  regret  not  being  with  you  to  testify  in  person  today 
on  behalf  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission.  The  West 
Virginia  Legislature  is  in  session  considering  a  number  of  vital 
issues,  and  as  Governor,  my  presence  is  needed  in  Charleston. 

As  one  of  13  Appalachian  governors,  I  am  deeply  aware  of  the 
value  of  the  ARC'S  unique  fiscal  partnership  with  local,  state,  and 
federal  participation.  It  is  exactly  this  partnership  that  has 
allowed  the  Commission  to  construct  a  program  of  great  flexibility, 
permitting  each  state  to  address  its  own  needs  and  goals,  while 
developing  strong  inter-regional  cooperation. 

As  Governor  of  West  Virginia,  I  have  seen  first-hand  the 
dramatic  effect  the  ARC  has  had  on  the  lives  of  West  Virginians 
during  the  last  30  years. 

In  1965,  the  Appalachian  region  was  struggling.  Our  life 
expectancy  and  high  school  graduation  rates  were  far  below  the 
national  average,  while  our  infant  mortality  rate  greatly  exceeded 
the  national  average.  Unemployment  in  the  region  was  40  percent 
higher  than  the  national  level.  Now,  life  expectancy  and  high 
school  graduation  rates  have  increased  dramatically,  while  infant 
mortality  rates  and  unemployment  have  dropped  sharply.  I  am  proud 
to  say  West  Virginia  now  has  the  lowest  unemployment  in  the  last  12 
years.  These  figures  have  improved,  in  part,  due  to  an  investment 
of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 


Since  its  creation,  the  ARC  has  invested  over  $1.1  billion  in 
West  Virginia.  This  has  allowed  us  to  leverage  funding  from  other 
sources  for  a  total  investment  of  nearly  $2.3  billion  for 
education,  health  care,  vocational  training  and  our  basic 
infrastructure . 

West  Virginia  now  boasts  a  highly-skilled  and  motivated 
workforce,  educated  and  trained  in  part  with  ARC  assistance. 
Programs  such  as  our  ARC-funded  Customized  Industrial  Training 
Initiative  have  allowed  hundreds  of  West  Virginians  to  receive 
training  and  skill  enhancement  that  has  increased  our  business  and 
industrial  competitiveness. 

By  developing  300  miles  of  Appalachian  Corridor  roads,  we  have 
opened  vast  areas  for  economic  development  and  our  tourism  market. 
Completion  of  this  system  is  of  critical  importance  to  my  state  for 
future  growth. 

With  ARC  assistance,  we  have  been  able  to  provide  much  needed 
water  and  sanitation  service  to  thousands  of  West  Virginians.  But, 
safe,  reliable  water  and  sanitary  service  are  still  critical  needs. 
Our  citizens  recently  approved  a  $300  million  infrastructure  bond 
issue  to  further  address  these  concerns.  We  are  depending  on  ARC 
funding  to  assist  us  in  financing  future  projects  so  that  more  West 
Virginians  may  have  safe,  clean  water.  This  same  funding  will  also 
help  us  develop  marketable  industrial  and  business  sites. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  made  significant  progress  in  West 
Virginia  and  throughout  the  Appalachian  region.  Our  employment  is 
up,  our  education  system  is  one  of  the  best  in  the  country,  and  our 
road, and  infrastructure  systems  have  better  linked  us  to  the  nation 
and  the  world.  However,  much  work  remains  to  be  done.  It  is 
crucial  that  the  Appalachian  region  be  allowed  to  continue  this 
growth  as  we  approach  the  next  century.  With  the  help  of  the  ARC 
and  your  commitment  to  support  the  work  of  the  Commission  we  can 
build  on  our  success  for  the  people  of  West  Virginia  and  the  rest 
of  the  Appalachian  region. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Without  objection.  We  have  also  heard  from  Gov- 
ernor George  Allen,  a  former  colleague  of  ours.  He  regrets  that  he 
could  not  be  here  today.  I  think  the  state  legislature  is  still  in  ses- 
sion. Maybe  he  is  still  embroiled  in  some  of  that. 

Mr.  Bevill. 

Remarks  of  Mr.  Bevill 

Mr.  Bevill.  Well,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Gk)vemor,  I  was  sitting  here  thinking  about  all  the  governors 
that  I  have  seen  appear  before  this  panel  on  behalf  of  this  project. 
Each  of  you,  after  serving  a  year  on  the  Commission,  as  you  have, 
come  back  very  enthusiastic — and  as  time  goes  on,  more  enthusias- 
tic— in  support  of  this  program.  Every  one  of  them.  Democrats  and 
Republicans,  feel  just  as  you  do:  that  the  people  get  more  help  per 
dollar  with  these  matching  funds  and  with  the  cooperation  of  the 
Federal  and  State  spokesmen.  I  agree  with  you  that  it  is  something 
that  really  could  be  used  in  other  areas  or  in  other  fields  because 
it  has  been  such  a  success. 

And  in  my  area  of  north  Alabama,  the  Appalachian  part  of  the 
State,  it  is  growing  and  it  is  reaching  some  areas  for  the  first  time 
ever.  The  little  rural  clinics  have  made  it  possible,  as  you  men- 
tioned, for  every  person  in  the  Appalachian  area  of  the  country  to 
be  within  30  minutes  of  some  type  of  treatment. 

And  I  think  that  has  been  one  of  the  most  successful  rural  pro- 
grams I  have  seen,  because  so  often  the  people  are  long  distances 
from  the  hospitals.  They  don't  have  transportation.  They  can't  af- 
ford to  hire  anyone.  But  they  can  always  go  down  to  that  clinic, 
and  a  registered  nurse  on  duty  there  generally  can  handle  the  situ- 
ation, especially  by  phoning  the  doctor  and  getting  his  advice. 

And  I  know  in  one  of  my  little  towns,  the  little  town  of  Berry — 
just  a  rural  community  and  a  very  heavily  populated  rural  commu- 
nity— we  have  not  only  the  doctor  to  come  there,  but  we  have  a 
clinic  there,  and  a  doctor  from  the  city  about  40  or  50  miles  away 
comes  there  three  days  a  week.  And  we  have  added  a  dentist  and 
a  fully  equipped  dental  office,  and  the  dentist  comes  about  one  day 
a  week  and  it  works  well. 

So  it  is  good  to  see  programs  that  work  so  well,  especially  where 
there  is  such  cooperation  between  the  State  and  the  Federal  level. 

I  have  a  few  questions  I  wanted  to  ask.  I  certainly  want  to  wel- 
come you  and  this  is  your  first  time  to  testify,  I  believe,  but  you 
have  been  serving  on  the  Commission  for  a  year,  haven't  you? 

Governor  Jones.  Just  a  few  months. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  indicated  that  this  ARC  model  represents  a 
unique  balance  of  power  between  Washington  and  the  States  and 
that  this  is  a  model  for  program  planning.  And  you  have  covered 
the  concept,  I  think,  very  well.  The  question,  of  course,  we  always 
have  and  always  should  have,  and  always  will  have,  is  why  should 
we  continue  to  fund  this  project?  I  think  you  covered  most  of  that. 
So  you  might  just  want  to  add  to  that  in  the  record,  or  if  you  wish, 
you  may  make  some  further  statements  on  it  now. 

(jovemor  JoNES.  Certainly,  Mr.  Bevill.  I  just  feel  so  strongly  that 
it  is  working.  And  if  we  have  a  program  that  is  working,  we  ought 
to  continue  to  make  it  work.  And  the  record  speaks  for  itself.  I 
would  go  so  far  as  to  call  your  attention  to  something  that  I  am 
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sure  you  are  well  aware  of,  but  in  last  year's  budget,  the  request 
came  from  the  President  for,  I  believe,  $187  million  and  this  time 
it  is  $183  million.  But  the  Congress  in  their  wisdom  saw  fit  to  in- 
crease the  President's  request  by  some  $90  million  last  year  and 
I  would  hope  that  you  would  not  feel  it  was  inappropriate  to  do  the 
same  this  year.  I  mean,  this  doggone  thing  works.  And  there  are 
so  many  of  these  programs  that  don't  work. 

We  have  created  so  much  welfare  dependency  in  this  country. 
And  I  think  our  function  of  government  at  the  Federal  level  and 
at  the  State  level  has  got  to  be  to  help  people  to  help  themselves. 
This  is  maybe  getting  to  be  too  trite  an  example,  but  you  don't  give 
a  person  a  fish,  you  teach  him  how  to  fish. 

And  we  are  teaching  people  how  to  fish  with  the  ARC,  and  I  am 
proud  of  it  and  I  think  you  should  be  proud  of  it  and  I  know  you 
have  been  a  strong  supporter  of  it  for  a  long  time. 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  are  quoting  the  Bible  now.  I  also  noted  your 
strong  support  for  the  ARC  highway  program.  And  I  frankly  don't 
know  of  any  kind  of  a  project — and  we  handle  thousands  of  projects 
over  the  years,  funding  dams,  waterways,  hydroelectric  power 
plants,  all  kinds  of  projects — but  I  don't  know  of  one  that  creates 
more  jobs  than  these  highway  corridors  in  the  rural  areas.  They  ac- 
tually put  people  to  work  in  the  area  building  them  and  then  when 
they  are  built,  they  pull  in  the  industry,  and  that  creates  more 
jobs. 

And  so  I  agree  with  you  on  that,  that  the  job  creation  evidence 
is  there  and  it  grows  every  year.  I  will  have  some  more  questions, 
but  I  am  going  to  submit  them  to  the  record.  My  time  is  up. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Rogers. 

Remarks  of  Mr.  Rogers 

Mr.  Rogers.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Governor,  my  friend,  welcome  to  our  subcommittee.  And  Mr. 
White,  Mr.  Hunter,  we  are  delighted  to  have  both  of  you  back  here 
as  well. 

Let  me  say  to  the  Chairman  of  the  subcommittee  and  to  the 
Ranking  Democrat,  Mr.  Myers  and  Mr.  Bevill,  over  the  years  you 
two  men  have  fought  valiantly  for  the  ARC  and  have  provided 
funding  for  the  ARC.  And  there  are  countless  tens  of  thousands  of 
Appalachian  young  people — and  old  people  for  that  matter,  but 
mainly  young  people — who  can  thank  these  two  men  and  this  sub- 
committee for  a  tremendous  amount  of  progi-ess  in  their  personal 
lives.  And  I  hope  that  there  are  a  lot  of  other  young  people  yet  to 
come  along  that  will  also  benefit  from  their  wisdom  and  their  good 
wishes  for  us. 

As  you  know,  I  come  from  Appalachia.  My  district  is  entirely  in 
Appalachia.  All  but  two  of  my  counties  are  distressed  counties.  All 
25  of  my  counties  are  distressed.  Two  are  close.  But  all  of  them  are 
in  the  Appalachian  region.  I  was  born  and  raised  there.  I  was  born 
into  a  rural  home  in  Wayne  County  near  Monticello. 

We  didn't  have  running  water.  We  had  outhouses  and  the  like. 
And  that  was  routine.  That  was  common.  Unfortunately,  it  still  is 
common  in  a  lot  of  the  counties  we  are  talking  about.  We  had  our 
own  water  supply:  a  well  out  in  the  yard.  I  recollect  when  we 
moved  to  the  county  seat  when  I  was  about  nine  years  of  age  and 
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started  drinking  city  water  for  the  first  time.  It  tasted  awful  be- 
cause we  were  used  to  that  sulfurized  well  water  out  there  that  we 
had  had  all  of  our  lives. 

Mr.  Bevill.  With  a  little-mud. 

Mr.  Rogers.  With  a  lot  of  mud.  Unfortunately,  as  time  has 
passed  and  more  surface  mining  has  taken  place  in  the  mountains 
of  my  region,  the  water  table  is  even  more  destroyed  than  it  was 
then. 

I  mention  those  personal  references  only  because  it  typifies  the 
plight  of  a  region  of  our  country.  There  was  no  choice  for  a  young 
person  growing  up  there,  then  and  now,  to  leave  home  and  to  try 
to  find  employment  elsewhere.  And  so  we  have  seen  a  mass  exodus 
of  the  best  and  brightest  from  that  region  and  certainly  we  have 
had  some  bright  ones.  Astronauts  and  Silicon  Valley  engineers  and 
people  who  have  gone  on  to  great  careers,  originated  there.  But 
they  should  stay  there  and  have  the  privilege  of  staying  there. 

I  followed  an  older  brother  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio  looking  for  a  job. 
That  was  the  thing  that  you  did.  Times  were  tough.  I  was  17  and 
couldn't  find  a  job  and  came  back  home  and  wound  up  doing  some- 
thing else.  A  lot  of  people  wish  I  had  gotten  a  job  in  Cincinnati. 
But  that  is  still  the  plight  of  the  young  people  of  that  region. 

I  did  not  want  to  leave  home.  My  family  was  there.  The  fishing 
holes  were  there.  Friends  were  there.  Things  that  you  hold  dear 
were  there.  But  yet  we  force  our  young  people  to  uproot  their  lives 
and  go  to  some  cold  and  distant  place  to  try  to  make  a  way  of  it. 

Now,  why  is  Appalachia  that  way  and  why  is  it  important  that 
we  try  to  help  that  region  of  the  country  unlike  we  help  any  other? 

Well,  it  has  been  said  here.  It  is  isolated.  The  terrain  is  so  tough 
that  it  is  tough  to  build  roads.  It  costs  $16  to  $18  million  a  mile 
to  build  a  highway  in  the  45-degree  solid  rock  mountains  of  that 
region.  So  the  access  is  very  difficult  and  limited.  And,  therefore, 
it  is  tough  to  attract  business  and  industry — the  normal  free  enter- 
prise things  we  all  believe  in — to  that  region.  It  lacks  a  lot  of  infra- 
structure. It  still  lacks  a  water  supply.  It  still  lacks  sewage  treat- 
ment plants.  Many  of  my  counties  do  not  have  a  single  sewage  sys- 
tem. 

Therefore,  waters  become  polluted.  There  is  very  little  flat  ter- 
rain on  which  to  locate  a  business  or  industry.  Those  are  some  of 
the  difficulties  of  that  region.  It  is  very  isolated  in  many  cases  and 
we  have  seen,  as  the  governor  has  indicated,  where  we  have  built 
those  modest  highways.  These  are  mainly  two-lane  improved  high- 
ways in  the  Appalachian  program.  Along  these  highways,  we  have 
seen  something  like  the  greening  along  the  Nile  as  it  went  along 
the  desert  route.  We  have  seen  free  enterprise  flourish  in  a  few 
places  where  we  have  been  able  to  build  those  access  highways. 

And  that  is  why  the  ARC  is  important.  There  is  a  group  in  my 
district  called  Forward  in  the  Fifth.  The  governor  is  familiar  with 
it.  It  is  all  27  counties  cooperating  together  to  try  to  improve  edu- 
cation. It  predated  the  State's  revolutionary  education  reform  pro- 
gram that  the  governor  pushed  through  the  legislature.  But  the 
idea  was  to  involve  people,  as  ARC  does,  in  their  own  futures — to 
get  them  back  involved  with  their  schools  even  though  their  kid 
may  have  graduated  from  the  high  school  or  the  school  system. 
And  it  works  with  some  ARC  help.  But  it  is  grassroots. 
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And  so  lack  of  access,  lack  of  educational  opportunities,  lack  of 
infrastructure  (such  as  water  and  sewage  and  industrial  parks  and 
the  like) — all  of  these  things  have  been  tackled  by  this  unique  com- 
bination of  Federal,  State,  and  local,  and  private  individuals  work- 
ing together  for  the  same  cause  on  an  idea  originated  at  the  local 
level. 

These  ideas  don't  come  from  Jesse  White  in  Washington,  nor  do 
they  come  from  the  governor's  office  in  Frankfurt.  In  many  cases, 
they  don't  even  come  from  the  courthouse  in  the  county  seat.  They 
come  from  the  individuals  out  there  who  are  desperate  for 
nonsulfur  water  like  we  were.  And  that  is  the  beauty  of  this  pro- 
gram. And  I  urge  our  colleagues,  and  the  Congress  who  believe  in 
the  free  enterprise  system,  as  do  I,  to  look  at  a  region  where  the 
free  enterprise  system  is  dysfunctional  because  of  these  limitations 
that  we  have  talked  about. 

The  free  enterprise  system  does  not  work  as  well  in  a  deprived 
region  like  this  as  it  does  where  you  have  assets  and  you  have  good 
highways  and  you  have  good  school  systems  and  plenty  of  infra- 
structure. And  so  that  is  why  this  program  is  necessary  and  is 
working. 

We  are  seeing,  as  Jesse  White  has  indicated,  some  of  the  areas 
within  Appalachia  begin  to  grow  and  remove  themselves  from  the 
distressed  counties  list.  I  sometimes  think  that  perhaps  we  ought 
to,  in  some  fashion,  reform  within  ARC,  Mr.  White — to  put  more 
emphasis  in  the  distressed  counties.  And  I  know  you  have  done  a 
lot  of  that,  because  those  are  the  counties  that  are  still  in  the 
emergency  room.  And  you  have  been  able  to  remove  several  of  the 
counties  out  of  emergency  into  the  regular  hospital  beds,  but  we 
have  still  got  a  large  number  of  distressed  counties  that  need  more 
help  than  perhaps  the  others. 

But  I  want  to  congratulate  Chairman  White  especially,  and  the 
governor,  for  the  governor's  group,  for  doing  some  rethinking  at 
ARC,  realizing  that  we  have  got  budget  problems  up  here  of  un- 
precedented magnitude  that  we  are  all  going  to  have  to  address — 
realizing  also  that  there  have  been  some  counties  who  have  per- 
haps graduated  to  a  better  State,  leaving  the  distressed  counties 
distressed.  We  ought  to  put  what  few  dollars  we  have  into  those 
areas  to  help  them  help  themselves. 

So  I  congratulate  you  for  doing  some  thinking  and  making  a  good 
case  for  the  ARC.  This  will  not  be  an  easy  battle  this  year.  In  the 
budget-cutting  mode  that  we  are  forced  into  he^e,  we  are  going  to 
have  to  examine  every  penny  that  we  spend  for  every  purpose.  But 
I  am  here  to  tell  you  right  now,  and  for  those  who  would  care  to 
hear  my  voice,  I  am  with  you  on  this  to  the  last  breath.  And  we 
are  going  to  save  ARC  because  it  is  vital  to  thi$  region. 

There  is  no  way  that  the  counties  that  I  represent  could  have 
had  any  progress  at  all  over  these  last  several  years  without  the 
aid  of  the  ARC  in  helping  us  get  highways  t<^  attract  industry  and 
businesses  in  those  regions  to  get  water  to  people  who  were  drink- 
ing water  that  some  would  be  ashamed  to /show  in  public,  much 
less  drink,  and  to  build  sewage  treatmen^  plants  to  try  to  keep 
some  of  the  major  rivers  in  our  State  fiTom  becoming  unusable 
many  times  during  the  year  because  of  t^e  lack  of  sewage  treat- 
ment opportunities. 
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And  so  the  ARC  has  brought  jobs — private  enterprise  jobs — by 
the  thousands.  I  wish  we  had  a  study  to  show  how  many  tax  dol- 
lars the  U.S.  Government  has  gotten  back  in  the  form  of  income 
taxes — and  counties  and  cities  and  States  from  property  taxes — 
from  the  jobs  that  have  been  attracted  to  that  region  by  the  work 
of  the  ARC.  Perhaps  you  have  that.  Such  a  study  would  be  a  good 
one,  because  the  AJIC  is  making  progress.  It  is  helping  people  like 
me  have  an  opportunity  in  life  that  I  would  otherwise  not  have. 

And  just  as  we  have  been  helping  the  urban  areas  of  the  coun- 
try— ^blighted  areas  that  need  and  desperately  deserve  help — so 
must  we  help  those  in  the  Appalachian  area  to  achieve  the  same 
kind  of  opportunity.  And  so  we  are  helping  the  least  of  these,  my 
brethren,  and  I  urge  you  to  continue  to  do  so. 

I  am  sorry  I  don't  have  a  question;  but  all  my  questions  have 
been  answered  already. 

I  just  also  want  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  Governor  Jones  has 
been  a  stalwart  defender  and  promoter  of  the  Appalachian  program 
in  Kentucky — and,  of  course,  in  the  country — and  obviously  as  the 
new  State  cochairman,  he  has  a  heavy  responsibility  this  year.  And 
governor,  we  thank  you  as  the  Chief  executive  of  our  State  for  your 
effort.  And  we  thank  the  many  others  who  are  involved  as  well. 

And  Chairman  White,  we  wish  you  well  and  offer  our  assistance 
to  help  you  in  any  way  that  we  can. 

And  I  yield  back. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

states'  co-chairman 

Governor  it  seems  like  we  have  had  more  cochairs  from  Ken- 
tucky. Is  there  a  system  of  rotation?  It  seems  like  we  have  had 
more  cochairs  out  of  Kentucky  than  any  other  State.  Am  I  wrong 
about  that? 

Mr.  White.  There  is  a  system  of  rotation  that  is  managed  out  of 
the  State  office.  Mike  Wenger  is  the  representative  of  the  gov- 
ernors. 

Mr.  Wenger.  I  am  Mike  Wenger.  There  is  a  rotation  so  that  each 
State  gets  a  chance  to  serve  for  a  year  at  a  time,  but  the  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  several  Kentucky  governors  have  simply  asked 
to  serve  out  of  turn.  They  wanted  to  serve  during  their  term  in  of- 
fice and  so  the  other  governors  have  been  agreeable  to  accommo- 
dating that. 

And  part  of  that  is  because  Kentucky,  up  until  Governor  Jones 
was  able  to  change  that,  had  a  one-term  limit  on  governors,  so 
many  of  our  governors  served  as  the  States  cochairman  during 
their  second  term  in  office  but  Kentucky  governors  didn't  have  that 
opportunity. 

Mr.  Myers.  But  he  exempted  himself  from  that.  Did  you  carve 
that  in  stone  some  place? 

Governor  Jones.  Absolutely.  I  did.  I  am  more  than  anxious  to  get 
back  to  the  farm. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  made  a  contract  with  Kentucky. 

Mr.  Knollenberg. 

Mr.  Knollenberg.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  yield  or  pass, 
whichever  you  think  more  appropriate.  I  apologize  to  the  gentle- 
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men  for  walking  in  late,  but  having  two  of  these  hearings  at  one 
time  does  not  work  very  well.  I  may  come  back  to  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  was  filibustering  while  you  got  your  breath. 

Mr.  Knollenberg.  I  am  going  to  pass  to  my  colleagues  on  the 
left. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 

CREATION  AND  MISSION  OF  ARC 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  listened  intently  to  the  senior  Members  of  the  committee  and 
I  hope  that  they  will  not  interpret  my  questions  as  disagreeing  in 
any  way  to  what  has  been  said.  It  has  been  an  education,  as  you 
said  it  would  be,  to  serve  on  this  committee  and  to  see  these  long- 
term  relationships.  I  was  not,  quite  honestly,  that  familiar  with 
your  commission. 

Could  you  educate  me  as  to  when  you  were  created? 

Mr.  White.  The  Commission  was  created  in  1965. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  In  1965.  And  you  were  created  for  a  num- 
ber of  fundamental  reasons  stated  into  your  charter,  were  you  not? 
And  what  were  those  in  short? 

Mr.  White.  The  principal  mission  was  the  economic  development 
of  what  was  396  counties  in  the  original  statute.  It  is  sort  of  seen 
or  it  is  remembered  as  being  a  part  of  the  Great  Society  or  the  War 
on  Poverty  program.  But  in  point  of  fact,  it  was  really  never  a  pov- 
erty program  so  much  as  an  economic  development  program. 

And  as  I  mentioned,  the  theory  was  you  needed  to  connect  the 
region  via  these  highways  but  then  also  work  on  the  community 
development  side  through  the  area  development  program. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  So  the  fundamental  missions,  have  they  in 
any  way  been  expanded  since  1965? 

Mr.  White.  No,  there  have  been  some  changes  in  approaches  to 
the  end.  The  end  has  always  been  economic  development  and  creat- 
ing self-sufficiency  in  the  region.  But  there  have  been  some 
changes  in  approaches.  The  Commission  started  off  with  sort  of  a 
growth  center  model  and  through  the  years  moved  more  toward 
distressed  county  concept — in  Mr.  Rogers'  term,  sort  of  an  intensive 
care  model — so  there  have  been  some  changes  like  that,  but  the 
fundamental  position  has  never  changed. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Do  you  promote  tourism,  for  instance,  in 
your  region? 

Mr.  White.  Tourism  is  a  part  of  economic  development  and,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  we  have  some  special  initiatives  in  tourism. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Was  that  part  of  your  initial  mission? 

Mr.  White.  The  original  statute  was  very,  very  broad.  And  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  it  is  almost  unbelievable  to  go  back  and  read  it  now. 
And  tourism  was — I  don't  remember  the  specific  language,  but  any- 
thing that  led  to  job  creation  and  economic  development  was  sort 
of  considered  within  the  purview  of  the  Commission. 

The  specific  emphasis  on  tourism,  I  think,  has  arisen  in  the  last 
five  or  six  years.  And  we  have  tried  to  gear  it  pretty  much  along 
the  corridors,  and  in  other  words  trying  to  plan  for  tourism  devel- 
opment along  the  corridors  that  we  built. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Are  the  States  and  the  region  eligible  for 
other  tourism  dollars  from  other  parts  of  the  Federal  budget? 
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Mr.  White.  That  I  am  not  sure  about. 

Tom,  do  you  know? 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  The  heart  of  the  question  goes  to  whether 
the  services  that  you  provide  are  dupHcating  what  already  exists. 

Mr.  White.  We  think  not.  Our  program  was  really  never  seen  as 
duplicative.  If  I  could  just  take  a  second  to  describe  what  the  origi- 
nal theory  was,  and  still  is. 

The  idea  of  creating  the  ARC  was  that,  back  in  1965,  a  lot  of 
poor  communities  could  not  afford  the  traditional  50  percent 
match.  And  we  were  set  up  to  come  in  and  provide,  say,  another 
20  or  30  percent  Federal  money.  So  we  have  always  been  seen  as 
the  glue  money. 

And  so,  for  example,  a  lot  of  our  programs  are  actually  adminis- 
tered through  Farmers  Home  Administration  or  the  Soil  and  Con- 
servation Service.  We  have  interagency  agreements,  which  is  why 
our  staff  is  only  50  people,  so  we  are  sort  of  seen  as  the  glue  money 
that  goes  in  and  makes  the  deal  possible  for  a  poor  community. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  So  the  ARC  money  is  used  to  provide  non- 
Federal  match? 

Mr.  White.  Well,  it  expands  the  Federal  share. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  For  other  Federal  monies. 

Mr.  White.  It  expands  the  Federal  share,  exactly. 

ARC  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  How  much  Federal  money  is  required  to 
complete  the  highway  system? 

Mr.  White.  We  have  done 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  In  the  region,  I  noted  in  the  budget  that 
you  have  a  fiscal  year  1996  request  of,  is  it  $90  million? 

Mr.  White.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Some  people  might  say  to  me,  are  the 
States  eligible  for  Highway  Trust  Funds? 

Mr.  White.  They  were  not 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  In  addition  to- 


Mr.  White.  They  were  not  until  the  passage  of  ISTEA  and  when 
ISTEA  was  passed,  all  of  the  3,000-plus  miles  of  our  system  were 
brought  into  the  National  Highway  System  except  for  300  miles.  So 
of  the  750-odd  miles  remaining  to  be  completed  in  our  system,  ex- 
cept for  those  300,  governors  can  use  money  both  out  of  our  appro- 
priated money  and  the  Trust  Fund. 

ARC  employees 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  How  many  employees  did  you  have  when 
the  Commission  started  in  1965  and  how  many  do  you  have  this 
year? 

Mr.  White.  I  am  not  sure  when  we  began.  The  high  water  mark 
was  130,  and  we  now  have  50.  The  high  water  mark  of  our  appro- 
priation was  about  $380  million  in  the  Carter  administration.  And 
the  budget  requests  under  President  Clinton  have  been  between 
$180  and  $190  million.  Congress  has  added  on  to  that  so  that  our 
total  last  year  was,  I  think,  $282  million. 
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DURATION  OF  ARC  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  In  the  latter  part  of  your  comments  you 
asked,  why  do  we  need  to  stay  in  business?  And  then  you  said, 
when  we  achieve  the  ultimate  victory,  we  will  no  longer  be  needed. 
How  far  down  the  road  do  you  think  that  ultimate  victory  is? 

Mr.  White.  That  is  the  many  million  dollar  question,  I  guess. 
Congressman.  We  do  have  some  fairly  good  estimates  on  the  high- 
way system.  Based  on  the  cost  to  complete  the  remaining  25  per- 
cent, if  States  utilized  all  our  money  at  roughly  $100  million  a  year 
plus  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  money,  the  system  could  be  com- 
pleted in  2005.  If  States  chose  to  use  only  ARC  money,  it  would  be 
2065. 

When  the  area  development  side,  which  is  health,  education, 
business  development,  infrastructure,  when  that  job  will  be  done  of 
course  is  a  lot  harder  to  predict.  As  I  say,  we  have  about  33  coun- 
ties (in  which  a  lot  of  people  live  because  they  are  mostly  metro 
counties)  that  have  pretty  much  made  it.  And  so  the  job  has  been 
largely  completed. 

And  I  would  add  that  the  Commission  is  prohibited  by  law  from 
tampering  with  our  boundaries.  We  cannot,  for  example,  move  a 
county  out  of  a  program  simply  because  it  is  doing  well.  Only  Con- 
gress can  do  that.  We  have  crafted  policies  inside  the  Commission 
that  have  created  three  tiers  of  counties:  The  distressed  counties, 
the  middle  counties  and  the  competitive  counties,  and  they  are  eli- 
gible for  increasingly  small  percentages  of  our  money.  So  we  have 
tried  to  address  this  differentiation  that  has  gone  on  in  the  region. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Let  me  say — remembering  Mr.  Rogers'  ad- 
monition about  other  parts  of  the  country  and  what  the  Federal 
Government  does  for  those  parts  of  the  country — in  the  last  elec- 
tion cycle,  your  commission  and  the  TVA  were  often  cited  in  the 
Northeast,  where  I  am  from,  as  the  sort  of  commissions  that  ought 
to  be  thoroughly  examined.  There  are  some  who  feel  that  their  mis- 
sions will  go  on  in  perpetuity,  and  I  find  that  interesting.  I  am 
pleased  to  be  here  in  Washington  to  be  able  to  ask  these  questions, 
since  a  lot  of  political  rancor  caused  issues  to  be  raised  about  these 
commissions  and  others.  And  it  is  good  to  have  you  in  front  of  us 
to  try  to  defend  your  commission. 

Certainly  there  are  some  things  that  are  involved  in  the  mix  that 
I  was  not  aware  of,  not  only  from  this  side  of  the  dais  but  also  from 
your  side  of  the  dais,  and  I  appreciate  your  responses. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Rodney. 

Mr.  Bunn?  Mr.  Bunn. 

ARC  boundaries 

Mr.  Bunn.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will  be  brief.  If  we  are 
now  at  a  point  where,  on  a  number  of  measures,  the  area  exceeds 
the  national  average,  and  yet  there  are  115  out  of  400  counties  that 
are  far  below  average,  clearly  there  are  a  lot  of  counties  well  above 
average. 

Should  Congress  remove  the  prohibition  so  that  the  boundaries 
can  be  modified?  When  I  looked  at  the  map,  it  looked  like  we  need 
a  new  set  of  boundaries  and  a  new  focus. 
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Mr.  White.  Well,  I  have  expressed  to  the  authorizing  committees 
on  both  sides  that  I  would  be  pleased  to  work  with  Congress  in  a 
reauthorization  that  would  address  these  issues.  One  idea  that  has 
been  discussed,  for  example,  would  be  in  the  statute  to  have  some 
sort  of  mechanism  whereby  when  a  county  reached  a  certain  at- 
tainment standard,  they  would  be  graduated  out  of  the  program. 
And  I  think  that  would  make  good  sense  for  Congress  to  craft  the 
legislation  along  that  way.  And  I  would  be  pleased  to  work  with 
you  toward  that  end. 

Governor  Jones.  I  would  certainly  agree  with  that  too,  and  I 
think  most  governors  would  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  BUNN.  Thank  you.  That  was  all  I  had. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Knollenberg. 

Mr.  Knollenberg.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to  defer  in  the  in- 
terest of  time.  I  will  submit  a  question  or  two  in  writing  and  look 
forward  to  your  response. 

I  appreciate  again  your  being  here  today.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  need  to  get  to  a  vote. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  have  got  10  minutes. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  want  to  commend  Chairman  White  for  the  good  job 
that  you  are  doing.  The  act  passed  by  Congress  in  1965  was  to 
bring  the  poorest  section  of  the  United  States  up  to  the  level  of  (or 
to  give  it  an  equal  opportunity  with)  the  rest  of  the  country  eco- 
nomically, educationally,  and  in  terms  of  industrial  development. 

And  I  think  that  you  certainly  have  stayed  on  the  track  that  the 
law  called  for,  and  I  just  want  to  commend  you  mainly  for  the  good 
job  that  you  are  doing.  And,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  some  questions 
that  I  will  just  submit  and  that  will  get  us  almost  back  on  time 
for  the  next  panel. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Tom. 

Governor,  a  moment  ago  when  I  asked  about  how  many  cochairs 
have  come  from  Kentucky,  I  didn't  mean  that  in  a  derogatory  man- 
ner. It  was  complimentary. 

Governor  JONES.  I  couldn't  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  thought  it  was  a  rotation,  but  I  can  realize  why 
they  would  rather  have  somebody  that  has  many  counties  in  the 
ARC  area.  I  should  remember  this.  What  percentage  of  your  coun- 
ties are  in  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission? 

Grovemor  JoNES.  We  have  about  a  third  of  the  counties.  The  ac- 
tual number  is  49  out  of  120. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  guess  West  Virginia  is  entirely  within  the  ARC. 

Mr.  White.  It  is  the  only  State  that  is  entirely. 

Governor  Jones.  That  is  the  only  state.  We  are  between  a  third 
and  a  half.  We  are  proud  of  this  fact  and  the  effect  this,  along  with 
other  programs,  has  had  in  Kentucky  is  that  we  now  have  the  low- 
est unemployment  rate  that  we  have  had  in  21  years  in  Kentucky. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  got  the  CJeorgetown  plant,  what  else  do  you 
want? 

Grovemor  Jones.  That  helps  indeed.  And  we  are  contiguous  to 
good  States. 

Mr.  Myers.  That  is  nice  of  you  to  say.  I  thought  if  you  were 
going  to  have  a  cochair,  it  was  good  that  it  was  Kentucky.  We  send 
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a  lot  of  money  down  to  you.  A  lot  of  Hoosiers  come  to  Ellis  and 
Churchill  Downs  and  Lexington. 

Mr.  Jones.  I  am  going  back  to  the  farm  so  I  can  give  you  more 
horses  to  bet  on,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  have  a  stud  farm? 

Governor  JONES.  Yes,  sir,  that  is  what  I  do  for  a  living,  really. 

Mr.  Myers.  My  dad  used  to  have  horses.  When  he  died,  he  had 
about  30.  Half  of  them  were  broke  and  half  were  not.  He  just 
played  with  them.  It  is  a  great  sport. 

Thank  you,  again.  I  apologize,  too,  for  delaying  the  start  of  the 
meeting  because  we  had  a  vote,  and  I  guess,  TVA,  we  are  going  to 
have  to  delay  you  a  moment. 

Governor  JONES.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could,  I  would  like  to  close 
with  one  statement,  if  I  might,  because  the  Congressman  has  men- 
tioned this  and  I  am  sorry  he  left. 

I  understand  the  feeling  other  parts  of  the  country  that  are  not 
part  of  Appalachia  that  would  maybe  have  some  thoughts,  why  is 
this  money  going  someplace  other  than  my  State  or  district.  And 
of  course  the  governor  has  to  deal  with  that  in  a  State  as  big  as 
Kentucky  is — western  Kentucky  versus  central  versus  eastern  Ken- 
tucky— and  I  think  all  governors  have  to  deal  with  that. 

But  I  think  it  is  interesting  to  point  out  that  in  the  ARC  coun- 
ties, that  even  with  the  help  of  the  ARC,  that  the  ARC  counties 
still  get  8  percent  less  direct  Federal  help  than  the  average  coun- 
ties throughout  the  rest  of  America.  So  they  should  not  feel  that 
somehow  the  ARC  counties  are  getting  more  than  the  average 
county  is  because  that  is  not  true.  Even  with  this,  they  still  get  8 
percent  less.  But  I  think  we  are  doing  well  with  it  the  way  it  is, 
and  that  is  why  we  strongly  want  to  see  it  continue. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you  for  your  contribution.  And  Chairman 
White,  thank  you.  And  Director  Hunter,  thank  you  for  your  help. 

[The  questions  and  answers  for  the  record,  the  biographies  and 
prepared  statements  of  the  witness,  and  the  FY  1996  Budget  Re- 
quest of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  follow:] 
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Answers  to  Questions  from  Chairman  Myers 


Mr.  Myers:  Throughout  its  history,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  has  ei^joyed 
some  success  in  developing  resources  in  one  of  the  poorest  regions  of  the  country.  ARC 
has,  for  example,  given  the  entire  region  reasonable  access  to  health  care  through  extensive 
development  of  health  care  clinics.  It  has  also  helped  foster  the  extensive  development  of 
vocational  education  programs  in  Appalachia.  Given  the  successful  accomplishment  of 
these  fundamental  missions  and  the  severe  pressures  on  the  federal  budget,  isn't  the  time 
ripe  for  ARC  to  declare  victory? 

ARC  Response:  Although  ARC  has  had  major  successes  in  the  above-mentioned  areas  and  in 
highway  and  water  and  sewer  systems  construction,  small  business  assistance,  and  other  areas, 
there  is  a  great  need  for  further  assistance  in  most  of  the  Region  for  the  reasons  detailed  below: 

(a)  Many  parts  of  the  Region  lag  the  rest  of  the  nation  in  terms  of  most  statistical  measures. 
Appalachia  has  1 15  severely  distressed  counties  in  which  statistical  indices  fall  far  below  those 
for  the  US:  1990  poverty  rate  of  27%  vs.  13.1%  for  US;  3-yr  1990-92  unemployment  rate  of 
11%  vs.  6.5%  for  US;  and  Per  Capita  Market  Income  of  $8,742  vs.  $16,  026  for  US. 

(b)  Appalachia  does  not  receive  its  fair  share  of  federal  assistance.  Even  with  ARC  targeted 
assistance  and  the  additional  federal  support  that  it  leverages,  Appalachian  counties  still  receive 
about  8%  less  in  direct  federal  expenditures  on  a  per  capita  basis  than  do  their  counterparts  in 
the  rest  of  the  US. 

(c)  The  Appalachian  Development  Highway  System  is  only  70%  complete.  We  have  completed 
most  of  the  easy  segments,  but  those  that  are  not  yet  done  are  vital  to  linking  the  entire  region 
to  international  commerce.  The  portions  of  the  system  which  have  been  completed  have  played 
a  critical  role  in  the  development  which  Appalachia  has  had  so  far.  We  feel  we  must  keep  our 
promise  to  the  people  of  Appalachia  that  was  made  in  our  authorizing  legislation  —  to  bring 
Appalachia  into  the  mainstream  of  the  U.S.  economy. 

Helping  Appalachia  is  good  for  business  -  Appalachia  can  be  a  contributor  rather  than  a  drain 
on  the  national  economy.  Building  a  vibrant  entrepreneurial  economy  in  Appalachia  eliminates 
reliance  on  federal  support,  increases  tax  revenues,  and  expands  domestic  demand  for  goods  and 
services.  Currently  over  one  half  of  the  counties  in  the  ARC  region  receive  federal  transfer 
payments  in  excess  of  the  national  average  on  a  per  capita  basis.  It  is  the  Commission's  goal 
to  help  Appalachian  communities  develop  economically  and  socially  so  that  their  citizens  can 
break  out  of  this  state  of  dependency. 

Helping  Appalachia  reduces  outmigrationfrom  the  Region.  Outmigration  does  not  automatically 
guarantee  economic  betterment  for  migrants  nor  from  a  national  perspective  does  it  solve  the 
problems  associated  with  the  legacy  of  underdevelopment  in  the  Region.    Outmigration  also 
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wastes  economic  resources.  For  many  Appalachians  leaving  is  often  not  an  option  because  they 
do  not  have  the  skills,  money,  or  other  resources  to  move.  For  many  Appalachians  who  do 
relocate,  the  fact  that  they  tend  to  have  lower  skill  levels  and  educational  backgrounds  than  what 
is  required  to  compete  in  today's  increasingly  technologically  oriented  economy  means  that 
Appalachian  problems  are  transferred  to  other  parts  of  the  nation. 

Completion  of  the  highway  system  and  the  development  of  vibrant  entrepreneurial  economies 
throughout  the  Region  are  crucial  to  the  completion  of  ARC'S  mission. 


Mr.  Myers:  Federal  tax  dollars  are  used  by  the  Commission  to  support  programs 
promoting  tourism  to  the  Appalachian  region.  How  are  these  programs  coordinated  with 
the  tourism  operations  of  member  states?  Is  there  overlap  and  duplication  between  ARC 
tourism  programs  and  programs  operated  by  state  offices  of  tourism,  visitor  and  convention 
bureaus,  and  chambers  of  commerce? 

ARC  Response:  The  approval  of  the  ARC  tourism  program  was  in  consultation  with  all  13 
state  travel  directors.  Since  the  program  began,  the  Commission  staff  remain  in  direct  contact 
with  the  state  tourism  directors  and  other  state  personnel.  The  Commission's  tourism  program 
is  designed  to  complement  state  and  local  activities  and  not  duplicate  their  efforts.  Many  state 
legislatures  discourage  their  tourism  funds  from  being  used  for  regional  promotions  with  other 
states.  Our  program  helps  states  work  together  which  substantially  increases  the  impact  of 
tourism  dollars. 

Our  1995  and  1996  tourism  development  program  encourages  corridor  development  for  tourism 
which  will  complement  the  Appalachian  Development  Highway  network  and  the  Interstate 
system.  The  process  of  helping  communities  with  tourism  development  along  the  corridors 
ensures  a  high  return  on  the  investment  in  the  region's  highway  system.  This  is  not  a 
duplication  of  other  programs. 


Mr.  Myers:  To  what  extent  does  the  Commission  devote  financial  resources  to  the  location 
of  industry  to  candidate  sites  in  Appalachia?  Doesn't  the  use  of  federal  money  to  attract 
industries  to  Appalachia  create  an  unfair  advantage  for  the  region  when  other  regions  are 
competing  for  the  same  industries?  Don't  Appalachian  states  offer  other  advantages  —  such 
as  lower  costs  of  doing  business,  favorable  tax  climates  and  high  quality  of  life  values  —  that 
are  sufficient  to  attract  industrial  development  without  the  added  advantage  of  a  federal 
subsidy? 

ARC  Response:  It  should  be  noted  that  Section  224  of  our  authorizing  legislation  states  that 
"no  financial  assistance  shall  be  authorized  under  this  Act  to  be  used  "to  assist  establishments 
relocating  from  one  area  to  another."  We  take  this  provision  very  seriously.  Our  policies 
prohibit  spending  that  would  support  relocation  of  businesses. 
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ARC  does  assist  local  communities  in  the  development  of  industrial  sites  to  provide  for  business 
creation,  expansion,  or  retention  in  Appalachian  communities.  This  assistance  allows 
Appalachian  communities  to  provide  the  basic  necessities  which  businesses  need  in  order  to 
operate.   No  ARC  funds  are  used  to  encourage  businesses  to  relocate. 

ARC  funds  can  be  used  for  international  business  recruitment.  However,  the  Federal  Co- 
Chairman  is  highly  skeptical  of  the  use  of  Federal  dollars  for  this  purpose  and  has  brought  the 
issue  to  the  ARC  Policy  Development  Committee.  Absent  Congressional  action,  it  would  take 
a  majority  of  Governors  joining  with  him  in  enacting  a  limitation  or  prohibition. 

The  Federal  Co-Chairman  favors  a  more  entrepreneurial  model  of  home  grown  business 
development.  The  creation  of  self-sustaining  long-term  economic  development  requires 
providing  the  means  for  increasing  local  entrepreneurial  activity  and  locally-grown  businesses; 
on  assuring  an  adequate  human  resource  base  to  become  globally  competitive  and  able  to  adjust 
to  change;  and  on  building  the  physical  infrastructure  that  is  required  to  sustain  and  create 
economic  opportunities. 

Appalachia  generally  does  not  have  the  advantages  of  other  regions  ~  otherwise  businesses 
would  be  thriving  there,  personal  incomes  and  employment  would  be  high,  and  there  would  be 
no  need  for  ARC.  Areas  to  which  businesses  often  locate  might  have  higher  taxes  and  higher 
costs,  but  they  also  have  more  access  to  resources  and  markets,  making  for  higher  potential 
profits.  Greater  demand  by  businesses  for  locating  in  high  profit  areas  partially  results  in  these 
higher  costs.  Business  location  decisions  are  not  driven  by  the  lowest  costs  but  by  profitability 
expectations.  Locating  in  a  low  cost  area  with  limited  accessibility,  an  unskilled  labor  pool,  and 
limited  product  demand  would  not  be  good  business  sense. 

It  is  also  incorrect  to  assume  that  development  in  Appalachia  occurs  at  the  expense  of  other 
areas.  Development  is  not  a  zero-sum  proposition,  as  the  tremendous  economic  growth  in  most 
parts  of  the  U.S.  proves.   Different  strategies  may  also  be  appropriate  for  developing  different 


Mr.  Myers:  The  area  directly  benefitting  from  ARC  programs  comprises  399  counties. 
The  Subcommittee  understands  that  the  ARC  is  prohibited  by  law  from  proposing  the 
withdrawal  of  any  of  these  counties  from  ARC  jurisdiction,  even  though  several  of  these 
counties  meet  or  exceed  national  averages  for  economic  performance.  Is  it  time  to  revisit 
this  prohibition  and  critically  examine  ARC's  current  boundaries?  Does  ARC  have  a 
mechanism  to  ensure  that  federal  funds  are  not  expended  for  the  assistance  of  counties  with 
superior  economies? 

ARC  Response:  Our  authorizing  statute  prohibits  the  Commission  from  recommending  qt 
considering  changes  in  the  definition  of  the  Region  without  a  prior  resolution  from  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Public  Works  or  without  a  study  directed  by  the  House  of  Representatives.  The 
Federal  Co-Chairman  would  welcome  such  direction  from  Congress.  The  Federal  Co-Chairman 
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has  already  expressed  willingness  to  work  with  members  of  our  authorizing  Committee  to 
develop  legislation  which  would  better  target  our  resources  to  those  areas  in  the  greatest 
distress. 

ARC  has  established  policies  which  increase  the  resources  allocated  to  our  115  severely 
distressed  counties,  as  defined  by  ARC.  These  counties  are  defined  as  those  that  have  (1)  per 
capita  income  no  greater  than  two-thirds  the  U.S.  average;  (2)  three-year  unemployment  at  least 
150  percent  of  the  U.S.  average;  and,  (3)  poverty  rate  at  least  150  percent  of  the  U.S.  average; 
or  (4)  at  least  twice  the  national  poverty  rate  plus  one  other  above  economic  indicator.  There 
is  a  special  allocation  of  20%  of  area  development  funds  which  can  only  be  used  in  these  115 
distressed  counties  in  9  states  -  the  4  Appalachian  states  with  no  distressed  counties  receive 
none  of  this  funding.  Additionally,  there  is  a  higher  match,  80%  versus  50%  of  project  costs, 
to  encourage  the  states  to  concentrate  resources  in  these  counties.  We  also  encourage  our  states 
to  limit  funding  to  competitive  counties  to  a  30%  ARC  contribution.  In  1994,  states  spent  an 
average  of  29%  of  their  area  development  allocation  in  distressed  areas. 


Mr.  Myers:  Is  ARC  money  used  to  leverage  other  federal  grants  or  loans?  Is  it  fair  to  say 
that  federal  money  is  sometimes  used  to  provide  the  non-Federal  share  of  grants  or  loans 
requiring  a  local  match? 

ARC  Response:  ARC  funds  are  used  to  leverage  other  federal  funds.  ARC  funds  are 
designed  to  be  supplemental,  not  duplicative,  of  other  Federal  funds.  ARC  funds  are 
typically  the  "glue  money"  that  pulls  together  private,  local,  State  and  other  Federal  funds, 
and  provides  technical  assistance  for  small  local  communities.  ARC  works  closely  with 
numerous  Federal  agencies  who  administer  our  funds  in  combination  with  their  funds,  and 
State,  local  and  private  funds. 

Our  statute  recognizes  that  many  Appalachian  communities  may  not  have  the  funds  to  satisfy  the 
local  match  required  by  many  Federal  programs.  A  large  portion  of  ARC  projects  provide 
supplements  to  grants  made  by  other  Federal  agencies.  This  increases  the  federal  participation 
in  Appalachia.  However,  ARC  funds  are  never  considered  to  be  non-Federal  and  cannot  be  used 
to  provide  the  local  match  when  required  by  ARC  statute  or  code  or  any  other  Federal  grant  or 
loan  program. 


Mr.  Myers:  Please  describe  the  strategic  planning  process  in  which  the  Commission  is 
presently  engaged.  What  kind  of  deliverable  is  this  process  expected  to  produce  and  of 
what  value  will  it  be  for  the  federal  taxpayer? 

ARC  Response:  The  Commission's  comprehensive  strategic  planning  process  was  initiated 
in  April  1994.  The  strategic  plan,  which  should  be  completed  by  the  Fall  of  1995,  will  chart 
ARC'S  future  course  and  will  define  the  full  scope  of  managerial  and  front-line  strategies 
needed   to   support   excellence   in   ARC  customer  service   for   a   new  generation   of 
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Appalachians.  Our  authorizing  legislation  foresaw  the  need  for  constant  redirection  of  ARC 
programs  to  keep  pace  with  change.  The  Act  also  called  for  public  participation  in  the 
realignment  process  and  for  the  convening  of  regional  forums  to  identify  pressing  needs  and 
emerging  issues.  This  management  strategy,  based  on  the  principle  of  participatory 
democracy,  is  the  same  process  that  has  emerged  over  the  past  decade  in  many  public  and 
private  organizations.  Major  tasks  in  our  strategic  planning  initiative  include  (1)  a 
socioeconomic  review  of  the  region;  (2)  area  development  program  and  policy  review;  (3) 
consultations  with  experts,  scholars,  grantees,  government  officials  and  community  groups 
to  elicit  information  on  internal  operations,  the  effectiveness  of  the  partnership,  and  policy 
direction;  (4)  field  meetings/forums  with  the  public;  and,  (5)  intergovernmental  relations 
study. 

As  part  of  our  strategic  planning  process,  ARC  conducted  a  town  meeting  in  Ironton,  Ohio 
on  January  24th.  This  location  was  chosen  to  allow  maximum  participation  of  citizens  from 
Ohio,  Kentucky  and  West  Virginia.  This  session  provided  citizens  with  the  opportunity  to 
discuss  the  area's  needs  in  education,  health  care,  job  development,  and  to  help  plan  ARC's 
future  programs.  The  session  was  attended  by  over  200  citizens  and  was  broadcast  live 
gavel-to-gavel  by  Ohio  public  radio  and  television.  It  provided  the  Commission  with 
valuable  grassroots  information.  We  are  planning  for  two  or  three  additional  town  meetings 
in  other  parts  of  the  Region  which  will  also  allow  multi-State  participation.  ARC  will  also 
be  sponsoring  seven  or  eight  focus  group  meetings  which  will  include  private  sector  interests 
(banks,  utilities,  and  industry),  local  public  sector  leadership,  labor  leaders,  health  providers 
and  clients,  education  community  representatives,  and  community-based  organizations. 

Although  our  strategic  planning  exercise  is  not  completed,  we  are  already  incorporating  early 
findings  into  our  processes.  For  example,  the  Commission's  Policy  Development  Committee 
(which  includes  representatives  from  four  States)  is  developing  revised  guidelines  for  project 
submissions;  we  are  including  benchmarking  in  our  program  development;  and  we  have 
formed  interdisciplinary  work  teams  to  address  the  needs  of  the  Commission  and  our 
customers.  Our  FY  97  OMB  budget  submission  will  reflect  the  results  of  our  strategic 
planning  efforts.  This  process  will  allow  ARC  to  complete  its  mission  more  effectively  and  at 
less  cost. 


Mr.  Myers:   What  is  the  timetable  for  completion  of  the  ARC  highway  program? 

ARC  Response:  The  Appalachian  Development  Highway  System  is  nearly  70%  complete 
(2,107  miles)  with  2,160  miles  expected  to  be  completed  by  September,  1995.  Three-quarters 
of  the  system,  or  2,276  miles,  has  been  completed  or  is  under  construction.  By  September, 
1995,  we  expect  2,315  miles  to  be  underway  or  completed.  The  FY  1996  request  would  result 
in  completion  of  2,200  miles  and  2,360  miles  completed  or  underway.  With  Commission 
resources  alone,  at  the  current  level  of  appropriations,  the  system  could  not  be  completed  in  the 
foreseeable  future  (2065  estimated  completion  year).  If  all  funding  from  all  other  sources  were 
continued  at  the  current  level,  it  is  possible  that  the  system  could  be  completed  in  2005. 
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Mr.  Myers:  Can  you  comment  as  to  why  the  President  has  failed  to  nominate  an  alternate 
Federal  co-chair  for  the  Commission?  Do  you  know  whether  such  a  nomination  is 
imminent. 

ARC  Response:  At  the  time  of  his  appointment,  the  Federal  Co-Chairman  was  told  by  the 
White  House  that  the  President  did  not  intend  to  appoint  an  Alternate.  This  decision  was  part 
of  his  commitment  to  streamline  and  downsize  government.  The  Federal  Co-Chairman  has  not 
been  informed  of  a  change  in  the  President's  position,  but  the  position  remains  available  if 
circumstances  should  dictate  such  an  appointment. 


Mr.  Myers:  The  subcommittee  understands  that  the  ARC  highway  system  is  approxunately 
75%  complete.  The  subcommittee  further  understands  that  the  remaining  25%  will  likely 
cost  as  much  to  complete  as  the  first  75%.  Please  describe  steps  being  taken  by  the 
Commission  to  contain  costs  and  to  expedite  completion  of  the  highway  program. 

ARC  Response:  The  ARC  highway  system  is  actually  70%  complete  as  of  the  end  of  FY  1994. 
An  additional  5%  of  the  system  is  under  construction.  There  are  two  major  reasons  why  the 
costs  to  complete  the  system  are  approximately  equal  to  the  amount  spent  for  the  first  75%  of 
the  system.  First,  inflation  in  construction  costs  over  the  past  30  years  and  projected  for  the 
future  means  that  to  build  the  first  75  %  of  the  system  starting  today  would  cost  far  more  than 
it  has  cost  starting  in  1965.  Therefore,  these  costs  are  not  directly  comparable.  Second,  the 
easiest  (or  least  costly  on  a  per  mile  basis)  segments  have  already  largely  been  built.  The  final 
segments  include  some  of  the  most  mountainous  terrain  where  costs  are  $16  to  $18  million  per 
mile.  Yet,  completing  these  segments  is  crucial  to  bringing  economic  development  to  some  of 
the  most  isolated  portions  of  the  Region. 

The  ARC  highway  program  is  administered  through  FHWA.  Total  administrative  and  planning 
costs  requested  for  FY  1996  are  $1.6  million,  including  funding  for  one  position  at  ARC.  These 
administrative  costs  are  very  low  and  allow  almost  all  of  the  highway  appropriation  to  go  into 
actual  construction.  We  work  closely  with  FHWA  to  ensure  that  ARC  funds  are  obligated  as 
soon  as  possible.  To  keep  costs  as  low  as  possible,  the  states  and  FHWA  work  closely  to 
commit  funds  as  soon  as  individual  segments  of  the  corridors  reach  the  construction  phase. 


Mr.  Myers:  The  Commission  has  developed  a  classification  scheme  pursuant  to  which 
jurisdictional  counties  are  designated  as  "distressed,"  "competitive,"  and  "neither  strong 
nor  distressed."  Competitive  counties  ~  comprised  of  strong  economic  performers  —  must 
invest  a  substantially  higher  non-Federal  match  for  ARC-supported  economic  development 
projects  than  do  distressed  or  mid-range  counties.  The  Subcommittee  understands  that 
thirty-three  counties  meet  the  criteria  for  "competitive"  designation  but  member  States 
have  designated  only  nine  such  counties.  Does  the  Commission  have  a  plan  to  encourage 
more  realistic  county  designations? 
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ARC  Response:  The  resolution  which  was  adopted  by  the  Commission  in  1987  allows  the 
States  to  designate  their  economically  competitive  counties.  Governors  rarely  do  propose 
projects  for  these  counties,  but  the  non-designation  of  these  counties  by  the  States  allows  that 
there  may  be  unique  economic  development  opportunities  in  these  counties  which  could 
substantially  benefit  neighboring  disti-essed  and/or  neither  strong  nor  distressed  counties.  This 
avoids  a  disincentive  for  proposing  such  projects. 

The  Federal  Co-Chairman  personally  favors  mandatory  designation;  but  consistent  with  the  ARC 
partnership  structure,  he  must  obtain  concurrence  from  a  majority  of  governors.  He  does  plan 
to  bring  this  issue  to  the  Commission  again  this  year.  However,  the  ultimate  solution  to  this 
issue  may  be  to  "graduate  out"  from  the  Region  those  counties  which  no  longer  require  special 
assistance.  As  discussed  above,  the  Federal  Co-Chairman  would  welcome  discussion  of  this 
issue  with  Congress. 


Mr.  Myers:  Please  describe  and  quantify  Commission  activities  that  have  been  or  will  be 
undertaken  in  support  of  the  1996  Summer  Olympics  in  Atlanta. 

ARC  Response:  During  the  past  two  years,  Commission  staff  attended  meetings  related  to 
Georgia's  plans  for  the  Olympics.  Any  future  activities  related  to  the  Olympics  will  be  designed 
to  help  communities  in  the  region  realize  the  economic  benefits  of  visitors  traveling  to  and  from 
the  Olympics. 


Mr.  Myers:  As  authorizing  committees  of  the  104th  Congress  consider  reauthorization  of 
ARC,  what  changes  to  previous  authorizing  legislation  will  you  recommend? 

ARC  Response:  The  Administration,  as  represented  in  the  President's  FY  1996  Budget, 
proposes  continuing  ARC  with  no  changes  in  authorization.  Any  changes  in  authorization 
proposed  by  the  Federal  Co-Chairman  would  have  to  first  be  coordinated  within  the 
Administration. 

The  Federal  Co-Chairman  is  prepared  to  work  with  Congress  to  explore  ways  of  better  targeting 
the  Commission's  resources  to  those  parts  of  the  region  that  remain  in  the  greatest  need  -  for 
example,  crafting  a  method  of  "graduating  out"  of  the  ARC  program  those  counties  that  have 
attained  certain  levels  of  economic  strength  and  diversity  that  make  continued  ARC  assistance 
unnecessary. 


Mr.  Myers:  Last  year,  the  Commission  testified  that  it  was  in  the  process  of  developing 
a  tourism  "identity"  program  for  the  region.  The  Subcommittee  was  informed  that  the 
identity  program  would,  "consist  of  an  umbrella  theme  with  sub-themes  that  help 
distinguish  the  diversity  of  the  region  and  help  in  marketing  Appalachia  as  a  destination 
to  both  international  and  domestic  tourists."    Have  these  themes  and  sub-themes  been 
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developed?  Is  so,  please  describe  them.  Please  update  the  Subcommittee  on  the  status  of 
the  tourism  identity  program. 

ARC  Response:  The  Commission  contracted  with  an  outside  firm  to  conduct  a  focus  group 
study  in  six  cities.  The  study  was  designed  to  help  gain  a  better  understanding  of  what 
consumers  of  travel  know  about  the  region;  how  they  define  Appalachia;  what  negatives  might 
be  associated  with  the  region  and  what  travel  professionals  think  are  the  attributes  to  be 
promoted.    In  addition,  travel  themes  in  six  categories  were  tested. 

The  categories  tested  for  theme  development  included:  History/Culture/Tradition/Heritage, 
Scenery/Beauty,  Ecology/Environment/Nature,  Crafts/Music,  Diversity/Wide  Range  of 
Activities,  and  Adventure. 

Of  the  six  themes,  the  History  and  Culture  theme  and  the  Scenery  and  Beauty  theme  were  most 
popular  with  focus  groups  tested  in  Chicago,  Illinois,  and  in  Chattanooga,  Tennessee. 

Sub-themes  or  messages  were  also  rated  by  the  focus  groups  during  this  research.  Under  the 
Theme  of  History/Culture/Tradition/Heritage,  twenty-two  (22)  messages  were  tested  and  the 
messages  with  the  top  ratings  were: 

•  "America's  Small  Town  Getaways"  (in  Chicago  and  Chattanooga) 

•  "Highways  to  History"  (in  Chattanooga) 

•  "Where  History  Comes  Alive"  (in  Chicago) 

In  the  tests  of  messages  or  sub-themes  for  the  Scenery/Beauty  Theme  participants  related  nine 
messages  and  top  scores  were  received  by  "Beautiful  Appalachia:  See  It  From  Our  Point  of 
View"  in  Chattanooga  and  in  Chicago,  the  top  rated  message  was  "Come  on  By— The  View  is 
Great." 

Utilizing  the  information  obtained  in  the  travel  theme  research,  ARC  will  develop  its  tourism 
development  activities  around  the  themes  of  History/Culture  and  Scenery/Beauty.  Our  tourism 
activities  for  FY  1996  will  focus  on  tourism  development  along  Appalachian  Corridors  and 
Interstate  Highways.  This  will  enable  the  Region  to  maximize  the  return  on  the  significant 
investment  in  the  ARC  highway  system. 


Mr.  Myers:   Please  provide  for  the  record  a  list  of  all  development  projects  approved  for 
funding  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

ARC  Response:   This  list  is  attached. 
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Mr.  Myers:  Your  general  message  seems  to  be  that  ARC  has  made  great  progress  in 
addressing  the  special  needs  of  Appalachia  but  that  much  more  needs  to  be  done.  How 
much  more?  Is  the  Commission  in  a  better  position  than  it  has  been  in  previous  years  to 
discuss  the  orderly  downsizing  and  eventual  termination  of  the  agency,  or  is  the  ARC 
forever? 

ARC  Response:  The  Federal  Co-Chairman  does  look  forward  to  the  day  when  he  can  say  that 
ARC'S  mission  has  been  completed  --  that  the  Commission  has  created  self-sustaining  thriving 
economies  throughout  our  Region  which  no  longer  need  ARC  assistance.  Unfortunately,  we  are 
not  yet  at  that  point.  As  discussed  in  responses  above,  only  33  our  399  counties  can  be 
considered  competitive  --  115  counties  in  the  Region  are  severely  distressed.  The  Appalachian 
Development  Highway  System,  which  is  crucial  for  further  development  of  the  most  isolated 
parts  of  the  region,  is  70%  complete.  The  Appalachian  Region  was  neglected  for  four 
generations.  It  is  impossible  to  state  with  certainty  when  our  mission  will  be  completed,  but  the 
problems  of  four  generations  of  neglect  cannot  all  be  overcome  in  the  space  of  one  generation. 

Development  comes  in  stages.  The  groundwork  has  been  laid  for  future  development  in  a 
number  of  key  areas.  The  high  school  graduation  rate  in  the  Region  now  exceeds  that  of 
the  nation;  the  Appalachian  highway  system  is  approaching  completion;  and  branch  plants 
of  our  nation's  major  corporations  today  provide  thousands  of  manufacturing  jobs  in  the 
Region.  The  challenge  facing  Appalachia  today  is  development  and  diversification  of  the 
Region's  economic  base.  Appalachian  high  school  graduates  often  face  few  educational  or 
training  opportunities  for  a  limited  range  of  employment  possibilities  from  an  few  major 
employers  in  their  communities.  Therefore,  the  best  and  the  brightest  young  Appalachians 
are  forced  to  leave  those  parts  of  the  Region  that  need  them  the  most  to  help  build  more 
entrepreneurial  based,  diversified  economies. 

Economic  development  is  a  long  and  unpredictable  process.  Nevertheless,  it  is  possible  to 
determine  benchmarks  in  achieving  basic  development  goals.  Independent  research  on  the 
impact  of  ARC  programs  confirms  that  since  1969  Appalachian  counties  served  by  ARC 
programs  have  grown  significantly  faster  than  similar  counties  outside  the  Region.  Between 
1969  and  1991  Appalachian  counties  averaged  48  percent  more  growth  in  income.  5  percent 
more  growth  in  population,  and  17  percent  in  per  capita  income.  In  the  short  run,  it  is  part 
of  the  ARC'S  operation  to  evaluate  programs  to  determine  their  success  in  achieving 
identifiable  objectives. 

ARC  has  already  been  substantially  downsized.  The  Commission  staff  totals  50  (for  which  50% 
of  the  costs  are  paid  by  the  13  member  states)  and  1 1  in  the  Office  of  the  Federal  Co-Chairman. 
This  is  less  than  half  the  130  employed  in  1980.  We  feel  the  current  staff  level  is  the  minimum 
that  can  manage  our  current  and  proposed  workload  for  FY  1996.  Future  plans  do  call  for  a 
reduction  of  1  FTE  in  the  Federal  Office  in  1999  -  a  ten  percent  reduction  of  our  Federal  staff. 
Our  administrative  costs  are  extremely  low  ~  less  than  3%  of  budget  estimated  for  FY  1996. 


72 


The  emphasis  on  our  three  strategic  regional  initiatives  and  our  strategic  planning  process  are 
expected  to  substantially  accelerate  ARC's  effectiveness  and  progress  in  completing  its  mission. 


Mr.  Myers:  Last  month  the  Commission  approved  three  new  regionwide  initiatives  related 
to:  gaining  access  to  the  global  economy;  developing  telecommunications  networks;  and 
building  "civic  infrastructure".  These  initiatives  suggest  that  ARC  is  evolving  to  adapt  to 
a  changing  world.  It  also  creates  the  impression  that  the  Commission  will  continually  seek 
out  new  missions  in  order  to  perpetuate  its  existence.   Is  this  an  accurate  impression? 

ARC  Response:  These  three  initiatives  represent  the  priorities  of  the  Federal  Co-Chairman  and 
the  Commission  as  the  most  essential  areas  for  which  additional  emphasis  is  required  in  order 
to  develop  self-sustaining,  vibrant,  entrepreneurial  economies  in  the  Region  in  the  new  global 
economy.  All  three  of  these  initiatives  preserve  our  model  of  encouraging  the  states  to  adapt 
our  programs  to  their  individual  needs,  while  maintaining  the  regional  focus  that  yields  a  solid 
foundation  for  sustained  economic  growth.  Rather  than  perpetuating  our  existence,  it  is 
anticipated  that  these  initiatives  will  allow  our  communities  to  be  self-sufficient  much  sooner. 
The  sooner  we  can  wean  our  communities  from  their  old  habits  of  "smokestack  chasing,"  the 
better  off  they  will  be.  The  Federal  Co-Chairman  plans  to  pursue  these  initiatives  for  the 
foreseeable  future. 

Some  additional  background  on  these  three  initiatives  helps  explain  why  they  are  crucial  to 
further  development  of  the  region.  The  internationalization  initiative  focuses  on  opportunities 
to  increase  exporting  in  light  of  recent  developments  in  trade  agreements  (GATT  and 
NAFTA).  With  every  $1  billion  in  exports  creating  about  15,000  jobs,  one  of  best  ways  to 
create  jobs  in  Appalachia  is  to  encourage  the  region's  small  and  medium  sized  companies 
to  enter  the  foreign  trade  market.  This  initiative  focuses  on  five  key  areas:  data 
development,  financing,  technical  assistance,  training  ,  and  marketing.  Telecommunications 
infrastructure  is  critical  because  it  cuts  across  all  areas  of  development  and  can  link  rural 
areas  to  world  markets.  Through  a  regional  initiative,  the  states  can  individually  achieve 
common  levels  of  service  and  network  development  that  will  ensure  the  region's  future  role 
in  the  information  infrastructure  highway.  This  initiative  is  designed  around  three  program 
elements:  education  and  training,  planning  and  technical  assistance,  and  coordination  and 
advocacy.  The  leadership  and  civic  development  initiative  will  attempt  to  build  the  capacity 
of  communities  to  work  together  to  solve  local  problems.  This  initiative  will  provide 
resources  to  develop  the  local  leadership  and  community  institutions  that  are  the  building 
blocks  of  community  development.  In  addition  to  Commission  support  for  these  initiatives, 
the  Appalachian  States  are  encouraged  to  use  portions  of  their  Area  Development 
allocations  in  these  areas. 


Mr.  Myers:    Please  detail  for  the  record  costs  that  would  be  associated  with  termination 
of  the  agency  at  the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1996. 
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ARC  Response:  We  have  developed  a  preliminary  estimate  of  the  costs  associated  with 
ARC  termination.  Our  estimate  is  $14.3  million.  This  includes  personnel  related  costs  of 
$8.6  million  for  accrued  annual  leave,  severance  pay,  unemployment  compensation, 
termination  liability  of  the  ARC  pension  plan,  employee  outplacement  and  retraining,  and 
continuation  of  health  benefits  for  separated  Commission  staff;  $5  million  for  continuing 
administration  and  wrap-up  costs  for  approximately  3,000  grants  and  contracts  in  effect  at 
the  end  of  FY  1995  ($1  million  per  year  for  5  years);  a  return  of  $500  thousand  to  the  states 
as  a  result  of  termination  of  the  trust  fund  to  which  they  contributed;  $100  thousand  for 
canceling  leases  and  property  disposal;  and  $100  thousand  for  unforeseen  contingencies. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  seven  Appalachian  States  have  pre-financed  construction  of 
portions  of  the  Appalachian  Development  Highway  System  in  their  states,  in  order  to 
accelerate  completion  of  the  system.  As  of  the  end  of  FY  1994,  the  total  amount  was  $2116 
million.  Under  our  statute,  they  can  be  reimbursed  for  their  costs  (at  the  rate  of  70%)  from 
current  and  future  highway  allocations  from  ARC  appropriations.  If  ARC  is  terminated, 
the  states  would  unexpectedly  lose  the  opportunity  to  be  reimbursed.  There  is  no  federal 
obligation  to  repay  the  states  for  their  pre-financing  costs.  However,  the  states  likely  assume 
that  the  federal  government  has  a  moral  obligation  to  reimburse  them  in  the  event  that 
ARC  is  terminated  before  completing  the  highway  system,  since  the  states  fully  expected  to 
be  reimbursed  from  future  appropriations.  Not  refunding  the  balances  would  place  a 
significant  unanticipated  financial  burden  on  the  states. 

Mr.  Myers:  Please  describe  any  loan  programs  operated  or  supported  with  funds 
appropriated  to  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission. 

ARC  Response:  The  Commission  does  not  operate  loan  programs,  but  does  provide  grants 
to  revolving  loan  funds  (RLFs)  which  are  operated  by  states  and  local  governments  in  the 
Region.  Local  lenders  and  the  states  make  the  determination  of  whether  and  to  what  extent  ARC 
funds  should  be  used  to  supplement  existing  private  and  public  sources  of  business  capital. 
These  programs  do  not  replace  private  financial  institutions  --  but  make  loans  that  banks  will  not 
make.  The  average  default  rate  is  only  3%.  ARC  has  procedures  in  place  for  removing  ARC 
funds  from  any  RLF  program  that  does  not  generate  sufficient  demand.  Detail  of  the  grants  for 
these  programs  are  shown  on  the  attached  sheet. 
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74 
REVOLVING  LOAN  FUND  DATA 


March  2,  1995 


Number  of  Grantees  -  25 

Number  of  States  having  RLF  Grantees  -  9 

Georgia  -  1  Mississippi  -  3  Ohio  -  3 

Kentucky  -  2  North  Carolina  -  2  Pennsylvania  -  9 

Maiyland  -  1  New  York  -  3  South  Carolina  -  1 

Two  Grantee's  are  currently  liquidating  their  RLF  Grants. 

Firet  Grant  made  in  1977  to  the  County  of  Chautauqua  Industrial  Development  Agency 
in  New  York 

Last  Grant  made  to  a  new  Grantee  -  December  1994 

Amount  of  RLF  Grants  (as  of  Mar  1995)  -  $16.4M 

Largest  Grantee  -  Georgia  Department  of  Community  Affaire,  Atlanta  Georgia 

($1,641,149) 
Average  Grant  Size  -  $711,141 

Grantee  with  Largest  Lending  Capacity  -  Broome  County  Industrial  Development 
Agency,  Johnson  City,  New  York  ($1,938,019) 

Amount  Loaned  since  1978  -  $38^M 
Number  of  Loans  Made  -  754 
Average  Size  of  Loans  made  by  Grantees  -  $51,506 
(loans  normally  do  not  exceed  $100,000  each) 
Active  loans  as  of  Mar  1995  -  396 

Program  Income  Generated  as  a  result  of  Loans  -  $75M 

Program  Income  used  to  expand  the  ability  to  make  Loans  -  $5.7M 
Program  Income  set  aside  to  match  EDA  RLF  Grants  -  $180,000 
Program  Income  used  for  RLF  Administration  -  $2.0M 

Estimated  Funds  Leveraged  into  Appalachia  by  ARC  RLF  Grants  -  $293^M 

Estimated  doUare  leveraged  per  dollar  of  ARC  loans  -  7^6/1.00 

Loans  reported  to  us  as  written  off  since  1978  -  64 

Dollars  written  off  -  $1.6M 

Dollars  written  off  as  a  percentage  of  doUare  loaned  -  4.02% 
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Mr.  Myers:  One  particular  ARC-supported  project  —  construction  of  a  stadium  at 
WofTord  College  in  Spartanburg,  South  Carolina  —  has  been  the  subject  of  some  recent 
media  scrutiny.  Apparently,  the  stadium  will  be  used  as  the  summer  training  camp  of  the 
Carolina  Panthers  professional  football  team.  How  much  money  is  ARC  providing  for  this 
project?  Is  the  project  located  in  a  severely  distressed  county?  Can  the  Commission 
credibly  state  that  the  project  would  not  proceed  but  for  the  infusion  of  federal  taxpayer 
money? 

ARC  Response:  ARC  is  providing  $750,000,  or  35%  of  the  project  cost  for  basic  infrastructure 
improvements  for  an  8,000  seat  stadium  for  Wofford  College  in  Spartanburg,  S.C.  The  total 
cost  of  the  stadium  is  $2.1  million.  The  stadium  is  part  of  a  large-scale  athletic  project  which 
also  includes  an  athletic/fitness  building  financed  with  private  funds  and  several  large  grassed 
parking  lots  to  complement  the  stadium.  The  total  cost  of  all  improvements  is  about  $7  million. 
The  federal  share  of  the  entire  project  cost  (including  $500,000  from  EDA)  is  only  17%.  The 
stadium  will  be  used  by  the  college,  Spartanburg  High  School  and  the  surrounding  community, 
as  well  as  for  a  summer  training  camp  for  the  Carolina  Panthers.  The  Panthers  will  lease  the 
stadium  at  market  rates  while  training  there  --  they  receive  no  subsidy  from  this  project.  The 
Panther's  long-term  financial  commitment  to  Wofford  College  helped  make  this  project  viable. 

Although  Spartanburg  County  is  not  a  distressed  county,  the  area  where  the  stadium  will  be  built 
is  in  an  economically  distressed,  blighted  and  deteriorated  inner  city  part  of  Spartanburg,  S.C. 
The  unemployment  rate  in  the  area  is  11.4%,  and  the  poverty  rate  ranges  from  33.8%  to  40.3%. 
The  population  is  54%  minority.  The  area  experienced  a  population  decline  of  6.6%  from  1988 
to  1993.  This  is  clearly  a  severely  distressed  area  by  any  measure,  and  is  precisely  the  kind  of 
area  ARC  funds  are  designed  to  assist. 

This  project  will  help  revitalize  this  area  by  creating  125  non-supervisory  jobs  during 
construction,  of  which  at  least  100  will  be  from  the  local  labor  pool,  based  on  the  college's  labor 
recruitment  strategy.  The  facility  is  expected  to  employ  12  persons  on  a  jjermanent  basis,  with 
93  additional  jobs  created  in  the  hotel,  restaurant,  and  retail  fields  as  a  result  of  visitors  to  the 
facility.  The  summer  training  camp  is  expected  to  bring  600-800  tourists  daily  to  the  facility 
for  a  six-week  period  each  summer.  Based  on  the  experience  of  similar  facilities  elsewhere,  this 
will  provide  a  minimum  $1.44  million  direct  infusion  into  the  local  economy  with  an  indirect 
impact  of  an  additional  $5.7  million  in  the  community.  This  project  is  a  key  component  of  the 
state's  economic  development  plan,  and  was  a  high  priority  of  former  Governor  Campbell,  who 
noted  that  it  "will  reinvigorate  the  Spartanburg  area  which  has  become  an  island  of  economic 
stagnation." 

Under  our  code  and  statute,  we  require  the  grantee  and/or  the  appropriate  local  governmental 
unit  to  show  that  they  are  unable  to  provide  the  financial  resources  required  to  support  the 
project.  In  this  case,  Spartanburg  County  provided  assurances  to  ARC  that  they  could  provide 
no  further  financial  support  to  Wofford  College  for  the  project.  We  think  an  equally  important 
question  is  -  is  the  federal  tax  payer  expected  to  receive  a  good  return  on  the  federal 
investment?    To  this  we  can  answer  an  unequivocal  "yes".    The  $1.25  million  total  federal 
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investment  translates  to  125  jobs  during  construction,  12  permanent  jobs,  93  jobs  as  a  result  of 
visitors  to  the  area,  an  infusion  of  over  $7  million  annually  to  the  community,  a  reduction  in  the 
welfare  and  unemployment  compensation  payments,  an  increase  in  state  and  local  and  federal 
tax  revenues,  and  a  revitalized  urban  economy. 
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Answers  to  Questions  from  Mr.  Rogers 


Mr.  Rogers:  What  has  ARC  accomplished  in  the  last  30  years,  and  what  still  remains  to 
be  done? 

ARC  Response:  ARC  has  had  major  successes  in  many  areas.  The  Appalachian 
Development  Highway  System,  although  only  70%  completed,  has  reduced  much  of  the 
historic  isolation  of  the  area  and  spurred  economic  development  in  much  of  the  region. 
Numerous  studies  have  found  a  close  relationship  between  highway  completion  and  job  and 
income  growth.   Other  major  accomplishments  include  the  following: 

Water  and  Sewer  Systems  --  ARC  funding  brought  the  first  sewer  lines  and  clean 
drinking  water  to  700,000  residents  of  distressed  Appalachian  counties.  About  2,000 
new  water  and/or  sewer  systems  have  provided  the  infrastructure  needed  for  job 
creation.  As  a  result  of  these  projects,  thousand  of  jobs  have  been  created  or 
retained. 

Small  Business  Assistance  --  As  of  December  31, 1994,  ARC  grants  to  revolving  loan 
funds  in  nine  states  totaled  $16.5  million,  thereby  assisting  738  small  businesses  --  the 
source  of  some  8,000  new  jobs  in  Appalachia. 

Access  to  Health  Care  --  A  network  of  more  than  400  primary  health  care  clinics  and 
hospitals  has  been  completed  with  ARC  funding  and  now  serves  some  4  million 
Appalachians  a  year.  More  than  500  new  physicians  have  opened  practices  in 
Appalachia  just  since  1980.  Infant  mortality  has  dropped  from  26.5  infant  deaths  per 
1,000  live  births  in  1960  to  8.5  in  1992. 

Educational  Advancement  -  ARC  has  helped  construct  and/or  equip  more  than  700 
vocational  and  technical  education  facilities  serving  more  than  500,000  students  a 
year.  In  1965  only  32  percent  of  Appalachians  over  age  25  had  finished  high  school. 
Today,  that  figure  has  risen  to  68.4  percent.  Among  young  adults  age  18-24,  77 
percent  of  Appalachians  have  completed  12  or  more  years  of  school,  compared  with 
the  national  average  of  76  percent. 

Perhaps  the  most  striking  data  is  the  aggregate  effect  of  ARCs  investment  on  overall 
economic  growth.  A  study  funded  by  the  National  Science  Foundation  and  published  by 
West  Virginia  University  last  year  showed  unambiguously  that  the  ARC  program  has 
worked.  Using  a  rigorous  statistical  methodology,  the  study  identified  "twin"  counties 
(counties  with  similar  demographic  and  economic  profiles)  outside  of  Appalachia  for  all  of 
the  ARC  counties  and  followed  their  progress  from  1969  to  1991.  The  counties  benefitting 
from  the  ARC  investment  grew  48  percent  faster  in  personal  income  and  earnings,  5  percent 
faster  in  population,  and  17  percent  faster  in  personal  income. 
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Although  ARC  has  had  major  successes  as  detailed  above,  there  is  a  great  need  for  further 
assistance  in  most  of  the  Region  for  the  reasons  discussed  below: 

(a)  Many  parts  of  the  Region  lag  the  rest  of  the  nation  in  terms  of  most  statistical  measures. 
Appalachia  has  115  severely  distressed  counties  in  which  statistical  indices  fall  far  below  those 
for  the  US:  1990  poverty  rate  of  27%  vs.  13.1%  for  US;  3-yr  1990-92  unemployment  rate  of 
11%  vs.  6.5%  for  US;  and  Per  Capita  Market  Income  of  $8,742  vs.  $16,  026  for  US. 

(b)  Appalachia  does  not  receive  its  fair  share  of  federal  assistance.  Even  with  ARC  targeted 
assistance  and  the  additional  federal  support  that  it  leverages,  Appalachian  counties  still  receive 
about  8%  less  in  direct  federal  expenditures  on  a  per  capita  basis  than  do  their  counterparts  in 
the  rest  of  the  US. 

(c)  The  Appalachian  Development  Highway  System  is  only  70%  complete.  We  have  completed 
most  of  the  easy  segments,  but  those  that  are  not  yet  done  are  vital  to  linking  the  entire  region 
to  international  commerce.  The  portions  of  the  system  which  has  been  completed  have  played 
a  critical  role  in  the  development  which  Appalachia  has  had  so  far.  We  feel  we  must  keep  our 
promise  to  the  people  of  Appalachia  that  was  made  in  our  authorizing  legislation  ~  to  bring 
Appalachia  into  the  mainstream  of  the  U.S.  economy. 

Helping  Appalachia  is  good  for  business  -  Appalachia  can  be  a  contributor  rather  than  a  drain 
on  the  national  economy.  Building  a  vibrant  entrepreneurial  economy  in  Appalachia  eliminates 
reliance  on  federal  support,  increases  tax  revenues,  and  expands  domestic  demand  for  goods  and 
services.  Currently  over  one  half  of  the  counties  in  the  ARC  region  receive  federal  transfer 
payments  in  excess  of  the  national  average  on  a  per  capita  basis.  It  is  the  Commission's  goal  to 
help  Appalachian  communities  develop  economically  and  socially  so  that  their  citizens  can  break 
out  of  this  state  of  dependency. 

Helping  Appalachia  reduces  outmigrationfrom  the  Region.  Outmigration  does  not  automatically 
guarantee  economic  betterment  for  migrants  nor  from  a  national  perspective  does  it  solve  the 
problems  associated  with  the  legacy  of  underdevelopment  in  the  Region.  Outmigration  also 
wastes  economic  resources.  For  many  Appalachians  leaving  is  often  not  an  option  because  they 
do  not  have  the  skills,  money,  or  other  resources  to  move.  For  many  Appalachians  who  do 
relocate,  the  fact  that  they  tend  to  have  lower  skill  levels  and  educational  backgrounds  than  what 
is  required  to  compete  in  today's  increasingly  technologically  oriented  economy  means  that 
Aplpalachian  problems  are  transferred  to  other  parts  of  the  nation. 

Completion  of  the  highway  system  and  developing  vibrant  entrepreneurial  economies  throughout 
the  Region  are  crucial  to  the  completion  of  ARC's  mission. 


Mr.  Rogers:  I  notice  that  the  FY  1996  budget  request  attempts  a  greater  balance  between 
highways  and  physical  development  and  business  and  human  development.  Would  you 
explain  the  thinking  behind  this? 
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ARC  Response:  The  Administration  has  chosen  to  balance  highway  development  with 
business  and  human  development.  Given  where  we  are  concerning  highways,  we  now  need 
to  stress  those  factors  that  lead  to  human  development,  support  competitiveness  of  key 
Appalachian  industries,  and  develop  Appalachian  communities.  The  highways  are  more 
than  two-thirds  completed.  ISTEA  is  providing  funding  for  completion,  so  the  need  for 
ARC  funds  is  reduced.  A  recent  study  conducted  by  a  professor  at  the  University  of  North 
Carolina  found  a  strong  correlation  between  income  growth  and  the  presence  of  improved 
highways  between  1965  and  1990  in  Southern  and  Northern  Appalachia.  Central  Appalachia 
had  a  much  weaker  correlation  between  income  growth  and  improved  highways.  This 
highlights  the  need  for  other  related  investments  in  the  poorest  areas. 


Mr.  Rogers:  One  of  ARC's  biggest  criticisms  is  that  it  is  duplicative  of  other  federal 
programs,  and  I  can  see  where  that  might  be  misunderstood.  Could  you  please  explain  why 
ARC  is  not  duplicative? 

ARC  Response:  ARC  funds  are  used  to  leverage  other  federal  funds.  ARC  funds  are 
designed  to  be  supplemental,  not  duplicative,  of  other  Federal  funds.  The  Congress  in  1965 
and  in  subsequent  authorizations  saw  the  ARC  as  a  vehicle  for  expanding  the  federal  share 
of  grants-in-aid  to  poor  communities  which  could  not  meet  the  normal  matching 
requirement.  ARC  funds  are  typically  the  "glue  money"  that  pulls  together  private,  local. 
State  and  other  Federal  funds,  and  provides  technical  assistance  for  small  local  communities. 
ARC  works  closely  with  numerous  Federal  agencies  who  administer  our  funds  in 
combination  with  their  funds,  and  State,  local  and  private  funds.  All  projects  are  proposed 
by  the  Governors  under  our  partnership. 

No  other  governmental  entity  addresses  itself  solely  to  the  full  panoply  of  development  issues  and 
problems  facing  Appalachia.  More  and  more  we  have  come  to  realize  that  economic 
development  requires  initiatives  on  a  number  of  fronts  such  as  education,  training, 
infrastructure,  capital  financing,  entrepreneurial  development  etc.  The  ARC  is  the  only 
institution  that  is  designed  to  address  the  whole  host  of  development  issues  as  prioritized 
by  the  Appalachian  states.  Our  mandate  places  at  the  disposal  of  the  local  community  an 
unprecedented  range  of  options  which  allows  governors  and  local  officials  to  tailor  the 
federal  assistance  to  their  individual  needs  -  a  community  is  not  required  to  painstakingly 
massage  its  project  to  make  it  fit  the  predetermined  contours  of  some  rigidly  prescribed  "one 
size  fits  all"  categorical  program. 

The  ARC,  unlike  any  other  federal  or  state  agency,  takes  a  truly  regional  approach  to  solving  a 
rein's  development  problems.  ARC  provides  the  institutional  means  to  coordinate  various 
federal  programs  so  that  they  achieve  a  regional  focus  such  as  the  Appalachian  highway 
system. 

No  other  federal  agency  puts  its  trust  in  nonfederal  officials  such  as  governors  and  local 
representation.  The  partnership  structure  of  the  ARC  that  allows  the  states  to  prioritize  and 
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leverage  federal  funds  enables  them  to  address  Appalachian  development  problems  in  a 
highly  efficient  manner.  Conversely,  the  partnership  relationship  also  ensures  that  a  proper 
degree  of  accountability  is  preserved  over  the  expenditure  of  federal  tax  dollars.  The 
Commission  institutionalizes  this  joint  decision  making  process,  and  no  other  federal  entity 
has  this  type  of  working  relationship  with  the  states.  Abolishing  this  shared  decision-making 
structure  by  consolidating  ARC  funding  into  another  federal  agency  and  would  greatly 
diminish  state  and  localities'  ability  to  attack  critical  problems  facing  Appalachian 
communities. 

ARC  achieves  the  efficiencies  that  the  National  Performance  Review  and  other  efforts  to  reinvent 
government  seek  to  foster,  and  therefore  it  is  a  model  to  emulate  not  to  eliminate. 

(a)  ARC  minimizes  duplication  of  programs  through  a  coordinated  regional  approach  to 
economic  development  concerns. 

(b)  The  ARC  allocation  process  provides  incentives  for  states  to  leverage  funds.  Since  1965 
ARC  program  activities  ($6.0  billion)  have  leveraged  nearly  $7.9  billion  in  federal,  state  and 
local  funds  for  development  activities  in  Appalachia. 

(c)  ARC  administrative  costs  are  extremely  low.  The  FY  1996  estimated  administrative 
expenses  are  around  three  percent  of  total  program  expenditures. 

Mr.  Rogers:  One  of  the  reasons  the  region  needs  an  effective  highway  system  is  that  it  was 
ignored  in  the  60s  when  the  highways  were  being  built.  I  am  concerned  that  a  similar 
problem  could  emerge  vis-a-vis  the  information  superhighway  ~  which  is  something  the 
Speaker  feels  quite  strongly  about.  What  is  ARC  doing  to  ensure  that  Appalachia  is 
connected  to  the  information  superhighway? 

ARC  Response:  ARC  certainly  shares  your  concern.  We  want  to  avoid  the  same  problem  with 
the  information  superhighway  which  occurred  with  highways.  For  this  reason,  the  Commission 
is  emphasizing  three  complementary  strategic  regional  initiatives  which  are  crucial  to 
development  of  the  region:  (1)  telecommunications;  (2)  internationalization  of  the  economy; 
and,  (3)  leadership  and  civic  development.  The  telecommunications  initiative  is  critical 
because  it  cuts  across  all  areas  of  development  and  can  link  rural  areas  to  world  markets. 
Through  a  regional  initiative,  the  states  can  individually  achieve  common  levels  of  service 
and  network  development  that  will  insure  the  region's  future  role  in  the  information 
infrastructure  highway.  This  initiative  is  designed  around  three  program  elements:  education 
and  training,   planning  and  technical  assistance,  and  coordination  and  advocacy. 

The  Commission  funded  eight  telecommunication  strategic  planning  efforts  in  FY  1992  that 
benefited  eight  regions  within  Appalachia.  Four  more  strategic  planning  efforts  were  funded 
in  FY  1994.  The  eight  planning  efforts  that  have  been  completed  are  currently  in  the 
implementation  stage  of  network  development.  The  projects  that  are  being  currently 
developed  within  the  region  are  multiple  sector  beneficiaiy  based.     The  projects  will 
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primarily  be  immediately  connected  into  one  or  more  of  the  existing  state-wide 
telecommunication  networks,  the  INTERNET,  specialized  educational  and  health  networks, 
private  networks,  and  international  networks.  Through  the  educational  processes  that  are 
a  part  of  the  strategic  planning  efforts,  the  region's  citizens  are  becoming  aware  of  new 
"applications"  for  telecommunication  technologies,  and  preparing  themselves  with  regional 
telecommunication  networks  that  will  be  able  to  be  connected  to  the  information 
superhighway.  Specialized  telecommunication  demonstration  projects  are  underway  that  are 
examining  the  possibilities  of  connecting  small  manufacturing  firms  to  international  markets, 
and  the  promotion  of  technology  innovation  and  business  linkages  through  the  use  of 
telecommunications  technologies. 

These  initiatives  are  critical  to  our  mission  of  building  vibrant  entrepreneurial  communities 
and  enterprising  people. 


Mr.  Rogers:  One  option  being  mentioned  is  providing  block  grants  to  the  states  instead  of 
continuing  the  current  ARC  structure.  Would  block  grants  be  as  effective  as  what  ARC 
is  doing  now? 

ARC  Response:  No,  it  would  not  be  as  effective.  Replacing  ARC  with  block  grants  would 
be  both  unnecessary  and  counter-productive.  ARC  was  created  to  provide  special  assistance 
to  a  region  marked  by  problems  of  persistent  and  widespread  economic  distress.  It  employs 
regional  solutions  to  problems  that  cross  state  lines.  Consolidating  ARC  into  a  general 
economic  development  block  grant  to  the  states  could  eliminate  the  special  focus  on 
economic  development  needs  of  Appalachia.  In  most  ARC  states,  the  bulk  of  the  state's 
population  lives  outside  of  the  ARC  region,  which  would  create  enormous  political  pressure 
on  governors  to  allocate  block  grants  to  non-ARC  areas.  This  would  again  result  in 
Appalachia  being  neglected.  In  addition,  block  grants  would  eliminate  the  regional 
approach  that  has  served  Appalachia  so  effectively. 

ARC  is  the  only  existing  federal  program  where  the  governors  have  an  equal  voice  with  the 
federal  government.  No  policy  can  be  implemented  nor  any  funds  spent  until  the  Federal 
Co-Chairman  and  the  governors  agree.  This  represents  neither  the  dictation  of  policy  from 
Washington  to  the  states,  nor  the  abdication  of  federal  decisionmaking  to  the  states. 
Rather,  it  is  a  true  collaboration.  In  this  sense,  it  is  superior  to  block  grants.  In  addition, 
ARC  employs  a  "bottoms  up"  approach,  with  projects  originating  at  the  local  level,  through 
the  69  local  development  districts. 

ARC  already  provides  great  flexibility  to  local  governments  and  states  in  meeting  their 
economic  development  needs.  ARC  programs  encompass  local  infrastructure  (water  and 
sewer  systems  and  industrial  parks),  education  and  job  training,  telecommunications,  health 
care,  business  finance,  and  leadership  development.  Its  programs  are  designed  to 
supplement  the  activities  of  a  variety  of  other  federal  agencies  and  departments.  Shifting 
these  funds  to  a  block  grant  would  inevitably  mean  less  flexibility,  as  the  projects  funded 
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through  such  a  block  grant  would  be  limited  to  the  kinds  of  activities  generally  funded  by 
the  federal  department  through  which  the  grant  was  delivered. 

Over  its  30-year  history,  ARC's  administrative  costs,  of  which  50%  of  costs  for  the 
Commission  staff  are  paid  for  by  the  states,  have  averaged  less  than  3%  of  its  annual 
appropriation.  This  reflects  ARCs  heavy  reliance  on  local  agencies  and  state  governments 
to  establish  funding  priorities.  It  likewise  is  a  function  of  the  fact  that  ARC  operates  with 
a  maximum  of  flexibility  and  a  minimum  of  red  tape  and  bureaucratic  regulations.  It  is 
highly  unlikely  that  any  successful  block  grant  program  would  operate  with  lower 
administrative  costs. 


Mr.  Rogers:  The  13  Governors  of  the  Appalachian  states  —  now  numbering  9  Republicans 
and  4  Democrats  —  including  Governor  Voinovich  (Ohio),  Governor  Allen  (VA)  and  the 
new  Governor  of  Pennsylvania,  our  former  colleague  Mr  Ridge,  are  not  famous  for  liberal 
thought,  yet  they  all  support  ARC  do  they  not?  Do  you  think  they  would  support  a  block 
grant  approach? 

ARC  Response:  Yes,  all  the  Governors  in  the  region  support  the  continuation  of  ARC.  This 
is  because  they  know  their  states  have  greatly  benefited  from  ARC  investment  and  they 
appreciate  how  our  unique  federal-state  partnership,  which  maximizes  their  flexibility  in 
selecting  projects,  has  empowered  local  leaders,  has  a  minimum  of  red  tape,  yet  ensures  that 
regional  economic  development  concerns  are  met.  Quite  simply,  they  all  support  continuation 
of  the  program  because  they  know  that  it  works  extremely  well.  They  also  say  that  other  federal 
programs  and  regions  of  the  country  could  benefit  from  using  our  model. 
Although  we  have  not  polled  the  Governors  to  see  if  they  would  support  a  block  grant  approach, 
we  can  say  with  certainty  that  they  all  strongly  support  the  ARC  approach  as  the  best  model  of 
how  a  government  program  should  work.  They  appreciate  the  significant  advantages  of  the 
partnership  in  solving  regional  economic  development  problems.  This  is  evident  from  the 
excerpts  from  the  Governors'  statements  about  ARC  which  follow: 

Governor  .Tones.  KY 

"...my  fellow  Governors  and  I  believe  it  is  crucial  for  this  program  to  continue... And... I 
believe  we  ought  to  look  beyond  the  mission  of  the  ARC  to  explore  whether  the  way  we  operate, 
the  concept  of  the  Federal-State  partnership,  may  be  a  way  to  operate  other  government 
programs." 

Governor  .Tames.  AL 

"The  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  program  has  been  very  instrumental  in  the 
development  of  Alabama's  Appalachian  region. .  .It  is  one  of  the  few  programs  that  is  responsive 
to  local  and  state  needs.  We  not  only  request  that  this  program  be  retained,  but  hope  that  other 
programs  will  be  modeled  after  this  one." 

Governor  Miller.  GA 
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"...ARC  is  a  true  federal- state  partnership,  perhaps  more  than  any  other  federal 
program... a  flexible  program  that  can  respond  to  the  critical  needs  of  each  Appalachian  state, 
with  short-  and  long-term  job  creation  being  the  most  significant  criteria. " 

Governor  Fordice.  MS 

"...I  am  not  a  proponent  of  federal  big-spending  programs... However,  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  is  different... if  one  were  to  use  one  federal  agency  as  a  model  for 
reorganizing  other  federal  agencies,  I  would  strongly  suggest  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  as  worthy  of  imitation." 

Governor  Pataki.  NY 

"...the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission... is  vital  to  the  economic  progress  and  human 
resource  development  of  the  14  counties  in  the  Appalachian  region  of  New  York  State... This 
program  should  be  a  model  for  all  other  Federal-related  grant  efforts...!  urge  the  Congress  to 
enact  the  legislation  necessary  for  this  region  to  continue  its  progress. " 

Governor  Hunt.  NC 

"You  can  ride  through  our  state's  ARC  counties  and  see  the  legacy  our  predecessors  in 
this  partnership  have  provided  for  the  people  of  western  North  Carolina,  but  what  you  do  not 
see  is  the  way  our  partnership  with  local  leaders  has  empowered  this  region.  In  our  Appalachian 
area,  communities  work  together  as  in  no  other  part  of  our  state... We  need  this  partnership  if 
our  Appalachian  region  is  to  attain  and  maintain  a  competitive  position  in  the  global  economy." 

Governor  Voinovich.  OH 

"...I  strongly  support  continued  federal  funding  of  the  ARC.  The  program  offers 
extreme  flexibility  for  states  to  target  their  funds  on  projects  and  activities  which  best  meet  the 
needs  and  priorities  of  their  communities. . .  ARC  (is)  a  model  for  the  provision  of  economic  and 
community  development  services  to  communities... The  ARC  has  been  an  investment  in  the 
people  of  Ohio  Appalachia  that  has  proven  to  be  successful  and  should  be  continued  to  help 
foster  a  better  economic  and  social  climate  for  this  region. 

Governor  Ridge.  PA 

"...the  governing  structure  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission. ..serves  as  a 
significant  model  for  how  the  national  and  state  governments  can  work  together  in  the 
administration  of  federal  funding  programs. 

Governor  Beaslev.  SC 

"...to  my  knowledge,  there  is  no  other  federal  program  driven  by  local  community  needs 
which  allows  the  state  and  the  federal  government  to  have  an  equal  say  in  the  future  of  local 
development.  This  type  of  program  is  a  model  of  the  kind  of  federalism  Congress  has  been 
pursuing...." 

Governor  Sundquist.  TN 

"I... support... the  continuation  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission...!  have  come 
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to  appreciate  the  strengths  of  the  ARC  program  which  focus  on  building  the  capacity  for  future 
growth  while  providing  a  meaningful  role  for  states  in  determining  the  goals,  objectives,  and 
implementing  regulations... ARC  should  be  maintained,  and... the  ARC  process  should  be 
evaluated  as  a  method  of  administering  other  federal  programs.  I  believe  ARC  represents  an 
appropriate  balance  of  federal  and  state  interests  while  maintaining  the  federal  accountability  that 
is  required." 

Governor  Allen.  VA 

"...I  would  like  to  commend  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  (ARC)  as  a  model 
of  an  effective  working  relationship  between  the  federal  government  and  the  thirteen  states  that 
comprise  its  membership.  It  is  a  program  that  operates  with  a  minimum  of  red  tape  and 
bureaucracy  and  a  maximum  of  local  and  state  flexibility...!  hope  you  will  reflect  favorably  on 
this  unique  federal-state  partnership  and  the  benefits  it  is  providing  in  one  of  our  country's 
poorest  regions. " 

Governor  Caperton.  WV 

"...I  am  deeply  aware  of  the  value  of  the  ARC's  unique  fiscal  partnership  with  local, 
state,  and  federal  participation.  It  is  exactly  this  partnership  that  has  allowed  the  Commission 
to  construct  a  program  of  great  flexibility,  permitting  each  state  to  address  its  own  needs  and 
goals,  while  developing  strong  inter-regional  cooperation." 

Mr.  Rogers:  Some  of  the  opponents  of  ARC  have  highlighted  a  recent  article  about  an 
ARC  grant  for  construction  of  a  stadium  in  South  Carolina.  Will  you  please  summarize 
the  project  and  why  ARC  felt  it  was  necessary  to  participate?  Do  you  have  the  letter  from 
then  Governor  Campbell  (a  Republican)  which  outlines  his  feelings  on  the  project?  Can 
we  enter  that  in  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman? 

ARC  Response:  ARC  is  providing  $750,000,  or  35  %  of  the  project  cost  for  basic  infrastructure 
improvements  for  an  8,000  seat  stadium  for  Wofford  College  in  Spartanburg,  S.C.  The  total 
cost  of  the  stadium  is  $2. 1  million.  The  stadium  is  part  of  a  large-scale  athletic  project  which 
also  includes  an  athletic/fitness  building  financed  with  private  funds  and  several  large  grassed 
parking  lots  to  complement  the  stadium.  The  total  cost  of  all  improvements  is  about  $7  million. 
The  federal  share  of  the  entire  project  cost  (including  $500,000  from  EDA)  is  only  17%.  The 
stadium  will  be  used  by  the  college,  Spartanburg  High  School  and  the  surrounding  community, 
as  well  as  for  a  summer  training  camp  for  the  Carolina  Panthers.  The  Panthers  will  lease  the 
stadium  at  market  rates  while  training  there  -  they  receive  no  subsidy  from  this  project.  The 
Panther's  long-term  financial  commitment  to  Wofford  College  helped  make  this  project  viable. 

Although  Spartanburg  County  is  not  a  distressed  county,  the  area  where  the  stadium  will  be  built 
is  in  an  economically  distressed,  blighted  and  deteriorated  inner  city  part  of  Spartanburg,  S.C. 
The  unemployment  rate  in  the  area  is  1 1.4%,  and  the  poverty  rate  ranges  from  33.8%  to  40.3%. 
The  population  is  54%  minority.  The  area  experienced  a  population  decline  of  6.6%  from  1988 
to  1993.  This  is  clearly  a  severely  distressed  area  by  any  measure,  and  is  precisely  the  kind  of 
area  ARC  fiinds  are  designed  to  assist. 
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This  project  will  help  revitalize  this  area  by  creating  125  non-supervisory  jobs  during 
construction,  of  which  at  least  100  will  be  from  the  local  labor  pool,  based  on  the  college's  labor 
recruitment  strategy.  The  facility  is  expected  to  employ  12  persons  on  a  permanent  basis,  with 
93  additional  jobs  created  in  the  hotel,  restaurant,  and  retail  fields  as  a  result  of  visitors  to  the 
facility.  The  summer  training  camp  is  expected  to  bring  600-800  tourists  daily  to  the  facility 
for  a  six-week  period  each  summer.  Based  on  the  experience  of  similar  facilities  elsewhere,  this 
will  provide  a  minimum  $1.44  million  direct  infusion  into  the  local  economy  with  an  indirect 
impact  of  an  additional  $5.7  million  in  the  community.  This  project  is  a  key  component  of  the 
state's  economic  development  plan,  and  was  a  high  priority  of  former  Governor  Campbell,  who 
noted  that  it  "will  reinvigorate  the  Spartanburg  area  which  has  become  an  island  of  economic 
stagnation." 

ARC  thought  it  was  necessary  to  participate  in  this  project  because  it  would  provide  badly- 
needed  economic  benefits  to  a  severely  distressed  area,  it  met  all  the  requirements  of  our  statute 
and  code,  and  it  was  a  high  priority  of  the  Governor.  We  believe  that  federal  taxpayers  will 
receive  an  excellent  return  on  the  federal  investment.  The  $1.25  million  total  federal  investment 
translates  to  125  jobs  during  construction,  12  permanent  jobs,  93  jobs  as  a  result  of  visitors  to 
the  area,  an  infusion  of  over  $7  million  annually  to  the  community,  a  reduction  in  the  welfare 
and  unemployment  compensation  payments,  an  increase  in  state  and  local  and  federal  tax 
revenues,  and  a  revitalized  urban  economy. 

We  are  pleased  to  enter  the  letter  from  former  Governor  Campbell  for  the  record. 
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Februery  16,    19  95 


The  Honorable  Rob«rt  Livingston 
Chairman,    Houso  Appropriations  Committee 
U.    S.    House  of   Representatives 
H-218   The  Capitol 
Washington.   D.C.      30S1S 

D«ar  Bob: 

Within  the  past  Cew  days,  articles  in  several 
newspapers  have  eriticAlly  deacribod  a  South 
Carolina  project  in  which  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Corenission  is  participating.   I  believe 
the  tone  of  these  articles  is  unfortunate  and 
unfair,  and  I  want  to  share  with  you  some  of  the 
details. 

The  project  In  question  Is  construction  of  a 
stadium  at  Wofford  College  in  Spartanburg,  South 
Carolina,  which  was  spf^arheaded  by  the  City  of 
Spartanburg.  The  stadium  is  part  of  a  S7  million 
project  which  will  be  for  the  primary  benefit  of 
Hot  ford  College,  Spartanburg  High  School  and  the 
surrounding  community,  ha   evidence  of  the 
importance  of  this  project,  the  private  sector  is 
providing  nearly  S£  nillion  of  the  funding. 

This  project  was  a  high  priority  for  me  when  I 
was  governor  because,  when  the  overall  effort  is 
completed.  It  will  reinvigorate  the  Spartanburg 
area  which  has  become  an  island  of  economic 
stagnation.   In  an  otherwise  growing  region,  this 
area  experienced  a  negative  growth  rate  of  minus 
6.6%  from  1988  to  1993,  and  It  currently  has  an 
unemployment  rate  of  11. 4«.   This  project  will 
have  a  direct  impact  on  the  local  economy  of 
nearly  $1-1/2  million,  and  will  generate  an 
additional  Impact  of  )5.7  million  in  the 
comnunlty.   The  project  will  create  125  joDS 
during  construction  and  a  mlnlnum  of  102 
peoaanent  private  sector  jobs. 
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Tha  Honorable  Rob«rt  Livingston 
February  16,  1995 
Page  Two 


N«w6pap«r  accounce  have  made  much  oC  rhe  fact 
chac  the  laciixcy  will  serve  a»  th«  Carolina 
Panchers '  aununec  training  camp.   Buc  this  facCor 
helps  Bake  the  project  feaaible  in  cerms  oC 
long-term  maintenance  of  Che  Caclllties  and  it. 
will  fiurthor  enhance  the  economic  impact  of  the 
project,   not  only  will  the  Panthers  pay  rent  for 
the  facility,  but  this  activity  is  expected  to 
bring  between  600-800  tourists  daily  to  the 
facility  over  a  aix-week  period.   However.  It  is 
important  to  note  that  the  facility  will  also  be 
used  by  wotrora  college,  spartanourg  High  school 
and  the  surrounding  commun.: ty .        * 

I  have  long  been  a  cupportor  of  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Coina\iSEion  way  of  doing  things  because 
it  is  a  true  partnership  between  the  federal 
government  and  the  13  Appalachian  states.   Within 
the  context  of  tha  overall  federal  nisslon  of 
promotin9  economic  growth  and  development  in 
Appalachia,  it  anablec  the  governore  —  and  not 
bureaucrats  in  Washington,  d.c.  —  to  determine 
how  beet  to  address  needs  within  their  states. 
In  many  ways,  it  is  a  model  of  the  kind  o£ 
federalian  Congress  is  currently  pursuing  and 
this  project  is  consistent  with  its  mission. 

Z  hope  this  information  is  helpful.   Please  feel 
free  to  call  If  I  can  provide  additional 
assistance. 

Slflcerely, 


iflcerely, 

III) 


Carroll  A.  Campbell,  Jr. 

cc:   Representative  John  Myers 
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Mr.  Rogers:  One  of  the  reasons  ARC  is  necessary  is  tliat  the  needs  in  the  region  are 
unique.  Can  you  expand  on  the  unique  problems  of  poverty  in  Appalachia  and  what  ARC 
is  doing  to  combat  them? 

ARC  Response:  Appalachia  has  been  described  as  "a  region  apart."  When  ARC  was  formed 
in  1965,  the  scope,  complexity  and  pervasiveness  of  the  problems  facing  Appalachia  made  it 
clear  that  no  existing  organization,  process,  or  program  could  solve  them.  The  region  was 
characterized  by  acute  poverty,  lack  of  physical  infrastructure,  and  a  very  limited  economic 
base.  This  was  due  largely  to  its  isolation.  The  nation's  highway  system  had  largely  bypassed 
its  mountainous  terrain  because  of  the  extremely  high  road  building  costs.  Thus,  what  evolved 
in  Appalachia  was  a  system  of  narrow,  winding  roads  following  stream  valleys  and  troughs 
between  mountains.   This  discouraged  commerce  and  industrial  development. 

Appalachia  is  unique  because  of  the  geographic  concentration  (it  is  not  scattered  pockets  of 
poverty)  and  because  its  problems  are  caused  largely  by  isolation  .  Early  ARC  programs 
therefore  concentrated  on  highway  and  physical  infrastructure  development.  The  Appalachian 
Development  Highway  System  is  now  70%  complete.  The  impact  of  the  system  on  the  region 
are  considerable:  industries  and  businesses  have  grown  along  the  highways;  enterprises  not 
directly  along  the  highways  were  strengthened  by  the  dramatic  opening  up  of  the  region  by  the 
highway  system;  the  system  is  a  vital  link  in  moving  Appalachian  coal  and  other  products  to 
domestic  and  foreign  markets;  and  the  costs  and  difficulty  of  extending  health,  education  and 
other  services  in  the  Region  have  been  reduced  by  the  highways.  Completion  of  the  remaining 
segments  is  crucial  to  development  of  the  most  isolated  portions  of  the  region. 

We  have  found  that  the  highway  system  is  a  necessary  but  not  sufficient  condition  for  self- 
sustaining  economic  development  of  Appalachian  communities.  We  are  attempting  to  equip 
Appalachian  communities  with  the  entrepreneurial  skills  and  enterprising  resources  they  need  to 
create  self-sustaining  local  economies.  We  want  to  create  communities  thriving  with  "home 
grown  businesses,"  where  people  are  able  to  take  control  over  their  own  economic  destinies  and 
contribute,  as  taxpayers,  to  the  nation  economy. 


Mr.  Rogers:   How  long  is  it  going  to  take  ARC  to  complete  its  mission? 

ARC  Response:  Development  comes  in  stages.  The  groundwork  has  been  laid  for  future 
development  in  a  number  of  key  areas.  The  high  school  graduation  rate  in  the  Region  now 
exceeds  that  of  the  nation;  the  Appalachian  highway  system  is  approaching  completion;  and 
branch  plants  of  our  nation's  major  corporations  today  provide  thousands  of  manufacturing 
jobs  in  the  Region.  The  challenge  facing  Appalachia  today  is  development  and 
diversification  of  the  Region's  economic  base.  Appalachian  high  school  graduates  often  face 
few  educational  or  training  opportunities  for  a  limited  range  of  employment  possibilities 
from  an  few  major  employers  in  their  communities.  Therefore,  the  best  and  the  brightest 
young  Appalachians  are  forced  to  leave  those  parts  of  the  Region  that  need  them  the  most 
to  help  build  more  entrepreneurial  based,  diversified  economies. 
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Economic  development  is  a  long  and  unpredictable  process.  Nevertheless,  it  is  possible  to 
determine  benchmarks  in  achieving  basic  development  goals.  Independent  research  on  the 
impact  of  ARC  programs  confirms  that  since  1969  Appalachian  counties  served  by  ARC 
programs  have  grown  significantly  faster  than  similar  counties  outside  the  Region.  Between 
1969  and  1991  Appalachian  counties  averaged  48  percent  more  growth  in  income.  5  percent 
more  growth  in  population,  and  17  percent  in  per  capita  income.  In  the  short  run,  it  is  part 
of  the  ARCs  operation  to  evaluate  programs  to  determine  their  success  in  achieving 
identifiable  objectives. 

Appalachia  is  now  a  region  of  contrasts.  Despite  general  improvements  in  the  Region,  the  rural 
counties  of  Central  and  Southern  Appalachia,  and  to  a  lesser  extent  the  rural  areas  of  the 
Northern  part  of  the  Region,  have  fared  far  less  well  than  metropolitan  parts  of  Appalachia.  For 
example,  adult  high  school  completion  rates  are  at  the  national  average  for  metropolitan  counties 
of  northern  Appalachia,  but  are  still  only  59.4  percent  for  rural  Southern  Appalachia  and  only 
51.7  percent  for  rural  Central  Appalachia.  .Mthough  the  metropolitan  areas  enjoy  vibrant  and 
diverse  economies,  the  rural  areas  in  all  of  the  ARC  states  still  lag  the  nation  in  indicators  of 
economic  stability.  Thirty-seven  percent  of  Appalachia's  non-metropolitan  counties  are 
considered  severely  distressed,  compared  to  only  19  percent  of  non-metropolitan  counties  in  the 
rest  of  the  U.S. 

The  Highway  System  is  not  completed.  The  highway  system  is  currently  70%  completed,  with 
many  of  the  most  expensive  segments  remaining.  These  segments  traverse  some  of  the  most 
challenging  mountainous  terrain,  where  construction  costs  can  run  as  high  as  $16  to  $18  million. 
Completion  of  the  system  is  vital  to  linking  the  entire  region  to  international  commerce 

We  cannot  say  how  long  bringing  all  of  Appalachia  into  the  economic  mainstream  will  take. 
The  problems  of  generations  of  neglect  cannot  all  be  corrected  in  one  generation.  We  have 
made  much  progress,  but  much  more  remains  to  be  done  to  reach  our  goal  ~  to  create  self- 
sustaining,  vibrant,  entrepreneurial  economies  in  all  of  Appalachia. 

HIGHWAY  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Rogers:  An  issue  of  basic  need  in  my  district  Is  transportation.  Having  traveled  in 
my  area,  you  are  both  familiar  with  the  importance  of  roads  to  attract  industry,  transport 
children  safely  to  school,  and  getting  basic  services  in  and  out  of  a  tough  area. 

This  budget  request  reduces  the  total  amount  of  highway  funding  that  was  approprirted 
last  year.   What  is  the  impact  of  your  request  on  the  program? 

ARC  Response:  The  President  requested  $187  million  for  ARC  in  1995,  including  $100 
million  for  highways  ~  Congress  appropriated  $282  million,  including  $195  million  for 
highways.  The  FY  1996  President's  request  for  ARC  is  $183  million,  including  $90  million 
for  highways.  Relative  to  the  President's  request  for  FY  1995,  the  Administration  is 
requesting  only  a  $10  million,  or  a  10%,  reduction  in  highway  funding  for  FY  1996. 
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The  Administration  has  chosen  to  balance  highway  development  with  business  and  himian 
development.  Given  where  we  are  concerning  highways,  we  now  need  to  stress  those  factors 
that  lead  to  himian  development,  support  competitiveness  of  key  Appalachism  industries,  and 
develop  Appalachian  communities.  The  highways  are  more  than  two-thirds  completed. 
ISTEA  is  providing  funding  for  completion,  so  the  need  for  ARC  funds  is  reduced.  A 
recent  study  conducted  by  a  professor  at  the  University  of  North  Carolina  found  a  strong 
correlation  between  income  growth  and  the  presence  of  improved  highways  between  1965 
and  1990  in  Southern  and  Northern  Appalachia.  Central  Appalachia  had  a  much  weaker 
correlation  between  income  growth  and  improved  highways.  This  highlights  the  need  for 
other  related  investments  in  the  poorest  areas. 


Mr.  Rogers:  What  is  the  status  of  your  highway  program,  and  what  is  the  timetable  for 
completion  of  the  system? 

ARC  Response:  The  Appalachian  Development  Highway  System  is  nearly  70%  complete 
(2,107  miles)  with  2,160  miles  expected  to  be  completed  by  September,  1995.  Three-quarters 
of  the  system,  or  2,276  miles  has  been  completed  or  is  under  construction.  By  September, 
1995,  we  expect  2,315  miles  to  be  underway  or  completed.  The  FY  1996  request  would  result 
in  completion  of  2,200  miles  and  2,360  miles  completed  or  underway.  With  Commission 
resources  alone,  at  the  current  level  of  appropriations,  the  system  could  not  be  completed  in  the 
foreseeable  future  (2065  estimated  completion  year).  If  all  funding  from  all  other  sources  were 
continued  at  the  current  level,  it  is  possible  that  the  system  could  be  completed  in  2005. 


Mr.  Rogers:  Kentucky,  as  well  as  other  states  have,  as  you  know,  pre-financed  highway 
corridor  construction.  My  state  has  taken  the  risk  of  putting  its  own  funding  towards  these 
badly  needed  roads. 

I  simply  wanted  to  note  that  for  the  record,  because  the  program  is  important,  and  my 
state  does  feel  that  it  has  entered  into  an  agreement  with  ARC  on  these  highways. 

ARC  Response:  The  ARC  states  have  pre-financed  a  total  of  $212.6  million  as  of  FY  1994. 
Under  our  statute,  pre-financing  does  not  constitute  a  federal  obligation  to  reimburse  the  states. 
However,  states  have  in  good  faith  taken  advantage  of  this  opportunity,  and  the  Commission 
fully  expects,  subject  to  appropriations,  to  reimburse  the  states  in  an  orderly  fashion  for  the 
fiinds  they  have  used  through  pre-financing  to  accelerate  the  completion  of  the  highway  system. 
Additionally,  as  long  as  ARC  allocates  money  for  highway  construction,  Kentucky  can  either 
build  new  roads  or  pay  itself  back  (at  the  rate  of  70%),  as  is  the  case  with  Tennessee. 
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Answers  to  Questions  from  Mr.  Bevill 


Mr.  Bevill:  You  spoke  about  the  unique  Federal-State  partnership  of  the  Commission. 
Would  you  share  your  thoughts  on  how  this  partnership  enhances  the  programs?  Do  you 
think  this  partnership  helps  to  assure  that  ARC  dollars  are  spent  wisely? 

ARC  Response:  ARC  is  a  unique  true  Federal-State  partnership,  not  a  traditional  Federal 
agency.  With  the  exception  of  the  Federal  Co-Chairman's  Office  staff  (11  FTE),  ARC 
employees  are  not  Federal  employees,  but  are  Commission  staff  whose  salaries  are  jointly  paid 
by  the  Federal  government  (50%)  and  the  13  member  States  (50%).  ARC  was  establishwl  in 
1965  to  bring  nearly  4(X)  counties  in  13  States  in  the  Appalachian  Region  into  the  mainstream 
of  the  American  economy.  Appalachia  in  1965  was  characterized  by  acute  economic  stagnation 
due  largely  to  its  isolation. 

The  Federal  Co-Chairman  ~  appointed  by  the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate  —  has  one- 
half  of  the  votes  on  the  Commission;  and  the  13  Governors  have  the  other  half.  The  13 
Governors  elect  a  States'  Co-Chairman  from  their  number.  No  policy  can  be  set  nor  any  money 
spent  unless  the  Federal  Co-Chairman  and  a  majority  of  the  Governors  reach  agreement.  Thus, 
the  ARC  model  represents  neither  dictation  of  policy  from  Washington  nor  the  abdication  of 
policy  to  the  States.  Rather,  our  statute  requires  collaboration  between  the  Federal  and  State 
partners.  ARC's  authorizing  legislation  allows  great  flexibility  in  providing  resources  to 
comprehensively  address  economic  development  problems  across  the  Region.  This  recognizes 
that  successful  strategies  for  long-term  self-sustaining  economic  development  must  be 
multifaceted  and  integrated. 

ARC'S  proposed  investments  for  FY  96  include  programs  for  highway  construction,  physical 
development  (e.g.,  water,  sewer,  housing),  business  development  (e.g.  enterprise  development, 
telecommunications,  export  promotion,  business  networking),  human  development  (e.g., 
education  and  training,  child  care,  community  service,  leadership  and  civic  infrastructure),  and 
Local  Development  Districts  (LDDs)  and  technical  assistance.  The  LDDs  work  with  member 
governments  and  citizens  to  determine  local  needs  and  priorities.  They  provide  competent 
support  staff  to  member  governments  to  plan,  initiate,  and  implement  projects  at  the  grassroots 
level. 

This  wide  range  of  programs  allows  Governors  and  local  officials  to  tailor  Federal  assistance  to 
their  individual  needs.  ARC  funds  are  designed  to  be  supplemental,  not  duplicative,  of  other 
Federal  fimds.  ARC  funds  are  typically  the  "glue  money"  that  pulls  together  private,  local, 
State  and  other  Federal  funds,  and  provides  technical  assistance  for  small  local  communities. 
ARC  works  closely  with  numerous  Federal  agencies  who  administer  our  funds  in  combination 
with  their  funds,  and  State,  local  and  private  funds.  All  projects  are  proposed  by  the  Governors 
under  our  partnership. 

Our  process  assures  that  local  needs  are  met  but  does  not  eliminate  federal  responsibility  in 
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decision-making. 

Mr.  BeviU:  I  note  your  strong  support  for  the  ARC  highway  program.  Like  you,  I  beUeve 
the  completion  of  these  corridors  is  vital  to  job  creation  in  the  region.  Do  you  have  anv 
projection  on  the  amount  of  jobs  which  will  be  created  as  other  corridors  are  completed? 

ARC  Response:  Based  on  a  1987  survey  of  previously  completed  corridors  of  the  ARC 
highway  programme  estimate  that  completion  of  the  total  3,025  mile  system  would  generate 
an  additional  97,000  jobs  in  the  manufacturing  sector  within  30  minutes  of  the  corridors 
Additionally,  employment  multiplier  effects  in  these  areas  could  ultimately  also  result  in  97  000 
additional  new  jobs  in  the  retail  and  service  industries.  Of  course,  jobs  will  develop  in  some 
areas  more  quickly  than  in  others  depending  on  the  structure  of  the  local  economies 

Mr.  BevlU:  Your  health  care  clinics  now  serve  over  4  million  people.  Do  you  feel  this  has 
had  a  duwt  hnk  to  the  drop  m  the  infant  mortality  rate? 

ARC  Response:  A  network  of  more  than  400  primary  health  care  clinics  and  hospitals  has 
been  completed  with  ARC  funding  and  now  senses  some  4  million  Appalachians  a  year 
More  than  500  new  physicians  have  opened  practices  in  Appalachia  just  since  1980.  Infant 
mortality  has  dropped  from  26.5  infant  deaths  per  1,000  live  births  in  1960  to  8  5  in  1992 
We  feel  strongly  that  this  network  of  health  care  clinics  including  the  provision  of  prenatai 
care  has  directly  reduced  the  infant  mortality  rate.  Studies  have  shown  that  prenatal  care 
is  critical  to  reducing  infant  mortality. 

Mr.  Bevill:  Detail  for  the  Committee  the  effect  the  Commission's  work  has  had  on  job 
creation  for  the  region.   What  kmd  of  revenues  have  these  jobs  created? 

ARC  Response:  Study  after  study  has  shown  that  ARC  investments  in  highways  and  non- 
highway  programs  have  produced  economic  development  in  much  of  our  region  Industries 
and  businesses  have  grown  along  the  highways,  and  communities  and  businesses  not  on  the 
highways  have  benefited  by  their  economic  linkages  to  the  growing  corridor  industries  and 
businesses.  A  1987  survey  showed  that  between  1980  and  1986,  560,000  jobs  were  created 
in  Appalachian  counties  with  a  major  highway  compared  with  134,000  jobs  created  in 
oountes  without  a  major  highway.  A  recent  study  funded  by  the  National  Science 
Foundation  and  conducted  by  professors  at  West  Virginia  University  found  that  the  ARC 
counties  grew  48  percent  faster  in  personal  income  and  earnings,  5  percent  faster  in 
population,  and  17  percent  faster  in  per  capita  income  than  statistically  identified  "twin" 
counties  outside  of  the  Appalachian  Region. 

TTiis  West  Virginia  University  study  also  estimates  that  this  faster  growth  translates  to  $8.4 
billipn  mgre  in^mg  in  Appj^lf^chift  in  1991  alpnf.,  We  would  expect  this  differential  to  continue 
in  luture  years. 
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Mr.  Bevill:  You  abo  mention  efforts  to  "reinvent"  yourself  to  become  more  efficient  and 
streamlined.  Can  you  expand  on  what  j'our  efforts  are  and  will  it  lead  to  any  budget 
savings. 

ARC  Response:  The  Commission's  comprehensive  strategic  planning  process  was  initiated  in 
April  1994.  The  strategic  plan,  which  should  be  completed  by  the  Fall  of  1995,  will  chart 
ARC'S  future  course  and  will  define  the  full  scope  of  managerial  and  front-line  strategies 
needed  to  support  excellence  in  ARC  customer  service  for  a  new  generation  of  Appalachians. 
Our  authorizing  legislation  foresaw  the  need  for  constant  redirection  of  ARC  programs  to  keep 
pace  with  change.  The  Act  also  called  for  public  participation  in  the  realignment  process  and 
for  the  convening  of  regional  forums  to  identify  pressing  needs  and  emerging  issues.  This 
management  strategy,  based  on  the  principle  of  participatory  democracy,  is  the  same  process  that 
has  emerged  over  the  past  decade  in  many  public  and  private  organizations.  Major  tasks  in  our 
strategic  planning  initiative  include  (1)  a  socioeconomic  review  of  the  region;  (2)  area 
development  program  and  policy  review;  (3)  consultations  with  experts,  scholars,  grantees, 
government  officials  and  community  groups  to  elicit  information  on  internal  operations,  the 
effectiveness  of  the  partnership,  and  policy  direction;  (4)  field  meetings/forums  with  the  public; 
and,  (5)   intergovernmental  relations  study. 

As  part  of  our  strategic  planning  process,  ARC  conducted  a  town  meeting  in  Ironton,  Ohio  on 
January  24th.  This  location  was  chosen  to  allow  maximum  participation  of  citizens  from  Ohio, 
Kentucky  and  West  Virginia.  This  session  provided  citizens  with  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the 
area's  needs  in  education,  health  care,  job  development,  and  to  help  plan  ARC's  future 
programs.  The  session  was  attended  by  over  200  citizens  and  was  broadcast  live  gavel-to-gavel 
by  Ohio  public  radio  and  television.  It  provided  the  Commission  with  valuable  grassroots 
information.  We  are  planning  for  two  or  three  additional  town  meetings  in  other  parts  of  the 
Region  which  will  also  allow  multi-State  participation.  ARC  will  also  be  sponsoring  seven  or 
eight  focus  group  meetings  which  will  include  private  sector  interests  (banks,  utilities,  and 
industry),  local  public  sector  leadership,  labor  leaders,  health  providers  and  clients,  education 
community  representatives,  and  community-based  organizations. 

Although  our  strategic  planning  exercise  is  not  completed,  we  are  already  incorporating  early 
findings  into  our  processes.  For  example,  the  Commission's  Policy  Development  Committee 
(which  includes  representatives  from  four  States)  is  developing  revised  guidelines  for  project 
submissions;  we  are  including  benchmarking  in  our  program  development;  and  we  have 
formed  interdisciplinary  work  teams  to  address  the  needs  of  the  Commission  and  our 
customers.  Our  FY  97  OMB  budget  submission  will  reflect  the  results  of  our  strategic 
planning  efforts.  This  process  will  allow  ARC  to  complete  its  mission  more  effectively  and  at 
less  cost. 

Mr.  Bevill:  Explain  the  rationale  behind  your  recent  initiatives  related  to  gaining  access 
to  the  global  economy,   developing  telecommunications  networks,   and  building  civic 
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infrastructure. 


ARC  Response:  These  three  initiatives  represent  the  priorities  of  the  Federal  Co-Chairman  and 
the  Commission  as  the  most  essential  areas  for  which  additional  emphasis  is  required  in  order 
to  develop  self-sustaining,  vibrant,  entrepreneurial  economies  in  the  Region  in  the  new  global 
economy.  All  three  of  these  initiatives  preserve  our  model  of  encouraging  the  states  to  adapt 
our  programs  to  their  individual  needs,  while  maintaining  the  regional  focus  that  yields  a  solid 
foundation  for  sustained  economic  growth.  The  sooner  we  can  wean  our  communities  from  their 
old  habits  of  "smokestack  chasing,"  the  better  off  they  will  be.  The  Federal  Co-Chairman  plans 
to  pursue  these  initiatives  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

The  interruuionalization  initiative  focuses  on  opportunities  to  increase  exporting  in  light  of  recent 
developments  in  trade  agreements  (GATT  and  NAFTA).  With  every  $1  billion  in  exports 
creating  about  15,000  jobs,  one  of  best  ways  to  create  jobs  in  Appalachia  is  to  encourage  tiie 
region's  small  and  medium  sized  companies  to  enter  the  foreign  trade  market.  This  initiative 
focuses  on  five  key  areas:  data  development,  financing,  technical  assistance,  training  ,  and 
marketing.  Telecommunications  infrastructure  is  critical  because  it  cuts  across  all  areas  of 
development  and  can  link  rural  areas  to  world  markets.  Through  a  regional  initiative,  the  states 
can  individually  achieve  common  levels  of  service  and  network  development  that  will  ensure  the 
region's  future  role  in  the  information  inftastructure  highway.  This  initiative  is  designed  around 
three  program  elements:  education  and  training,  planning  and  technical  assistance,  and 
coordination  and  advocacy.  The  leadership  and  civic  development  initiative  will  attempt  to  build 
the  capacity  of  communities  to  work  together  to  solve  local  problems.  This  initiative  will 
provide  resources  to  develop  the  local  leadership  and  community  institutions  that  are  the  building 
blocks  of  community  development.  In  addition  to  Commission  support  for  these  initiatives,  the 
Appalachian  States  are  encouraged  to  use  portions  of  their  Area  Development  allocations  in  these 
areas. 
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Curriculum  Vitae 
Jesse  L.  White,  Jr. 

Jesse  L.  White,  Jr.  is  the  Federal  Co-Chairman  of  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Conunission  (ARC) .  He  was  appointed  to  head 
the  ARC  by  President  Clinton  and  confirmed  by  the  U.S.  Senate  on 
February  22,  1994.  For  four  years  prior  to  his  appointment.  Dr. 
White  was  a  consultant,  lecturer,  and  writer  in  the  fields  of 
economic  development,  public  policy,  and  strategic  planning.  His 
major  project  during  1992-93  was  to  serve  as  the  Secretary  and 
Managing  Consultant  to  the  1992  Commission  on  the  Future  of  the 
South. 

From  1982  to  1990  White  served  as  Executive  Director  of  the 
Southern  Growth  Policies  Board,  an  economic  development  "think 
tank"  serving  the  fourteen  governors  of  the  southern  states  and 
located  in  Research  Triangle  Park,  N.C.  He  has  been  widely  quoted 
in  regional  and  national  media  on  the  issues  of  economic 
development  facing  the  states,  regions,  and  nation.  During  the 
Spring  semester  of  1990  Dr.  White  was  a  Fellow  of  the  Institute  of 
Politics  at  Harvard  University  at  which  he  taught  a  course  on 
modern  Southern  politics. 

White  earned  the  B.A.  degree,  summa  cum  laude,  in  history  and 
political  science  at  the  University  of  Mississippi  in  1966.  He  was 
Mississippi's  first  Marshall  Scholar,  studying  at  the  University  of 
Sussex  in  Brighton,  England,  at  which  he  received  his  M.A.  degree 
in-international  relations  in  1968.  Dr.  White  received  his  Ph.D. 
degree  in  political  science  from  M.I.T.  (Massachusetts  Institute  of 
Technology)  in  1979. 

He  has  served  in  numerous  positions  at  both  the  federal  and 
state  levels,  as  well  as  in  academic  life.  At  the  federal  level. 
Dr.  White  was  the  chief  policy  planner  for  higher  education  at  the 
UjS.  Department  of  Education  during  the  Carter  administration  and 
was  special  assistant  to  United  States  Senator  John  C.  Stennis.  At 
the  state  level,  he  served  as  Secretary  of  the  Mississippi  State 
Senate  for  a  four  year  term.  He  was  also  on  the  political  science 
faculty  of  the  University  of  Mississippi. 

White  has  been  a  member  and  officer  of  numerous  professional 
and  church  organizations.  In  1984  he  was  selected  to  participate 
in  the  International  Business  Fellows  Progrson  of  the  Georgia  World 
Congress  Institute.  He  currently  serves  on  the  Visiting  Committee 
to  the  M.I.T.  Political  Science  Department. 
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February  28,  1995 


97 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee, 

I  am  pleased  to  come  before  this  Subcommittee  again  to  discuss 
wiuh  you  the  work  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  over  the 
past  year  and  to  outline  the  Administration's  budget  reauest  for 
1996. 

The  Administration  appreciates  the  strong  support  that  this 
Subcommittee  has  provided  ARC  over  the  years--a  recognition  of  the 
commitment  Congress  made  in  1965  to  bring  almost  400  counties  in 
the  Appalachian  Region  into  the  mainstream  of  the  American  economy 
.  .  .  to  make  these  hundreds  of  communities  and  millions  of  people 
contributors  to,  rather  than  drains  on,  the  national  resources. 

At  its  heart  ARC  s  mission  is  to  equip  the  people  and 
communities  of  Appalachia  with  the  entrepreneurial  skills  and 
enterprise  development  resources  they  need  to  create  self- 
sustaining  local  economies,  communities  thriving  with  "home  grown 
businesses,"  where  people  are  able  to  take  control  over  their  own 
economic  destiny  and  contribute,  as  taxpayers,  to  the  national 
economy.  Our  collective  challenge,  quite  simply,  is  to  help  them 
reach  the  point  at  which  they  no  longer  need  ARC'S  special 
assistance . 

At  the  outset  I  think  it  is  important  to  note  again  the  unique 
nature  of  the  Commission.  Congress  wisely  established  this  program 
as  a  full  partnership  between  the  federal  government  and  the  13 
states  we  serve.  The  federal  appropriation  is  matched  by  state, 
local  and  private  funds,  and  the  states  underwrite  50  percent  of 
the  administrative  costs  of  the  Commission. 

As  the  Federal  Co-Chairman  of  ARC--appointed  by  the  President 
and  confirmed  by  the  Senate--!  have  one-half  of  the  votes  on  the 
Commission;  and  the  13  governors  have  the  other  half.  No  policy 
can  be  set  or  any  money  spent  unless  the  federal  representative  and 
a  majority  of  the  governors  reach  agreement.  I  am  pleased  to  be 
joined  today  by  Governor  Brereton  Jones  of  Kentucky,  who  this  year 
is  the  States'  Co-Chairman. 

Our  program  is  the  only  one  we  know  of  in  which  federally 
appropriated  money  is  not  controlled  in  a  final  sense  by  the 
federal  official  running  the  agency.  The  ARC  model  represents 
neither  the  dictation  of  policy  from  Washington  nor  the  abdication 
of  policy  to  the  states.  Rather  it  is  a  true  collaboration.  At  a 
time  when  Congress  is  reconsidering  the  relationship  between  the 
federal  government  and  the  state  governments,  the  ARC  experience 
offers  an  approach  that  might  well  be  extended  to  other  federal 
programs . 

The  Administration's  budget  request  for  FY  1996  is  $183 
million.  This  includes  $90  million  for  the  Appalachian  Development 
Highway  Program,  $84,055  million  for  the  area  development  programs 
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of  the  Commission,  $5.3  million  for  local  development  district 
support  and  technical  assistance,  and  $3,645  million  for  the 
salaries  and  expenses  requirements. 

The  request  for  $183  million  for  FY  1996  is  a  $4  million 
decrease  in  the  amount  requested  by  the  Administration  for  FY  1995 
and  a  reduction  of  $99  million,  or  35  percent,  from  the  amount 
appropriated  for  FY  1995.  Through  this  reduction  we  recognize  the 
tight  fiscal  environment  within  which  this  subcommittee  must  act, 
but  we  believe  that  the  budget  request  represents  a  level  of 
activity  that  will  allow  the  Commission  to  operate  a  viable 
regional  economic  development  program  in  the  13  Appalachian  States. 

HIGHWAY  PROGRAM 

Of  the  $90  million  requested  for  the  highway  program,  $87.4 
million  is  for  corridors,  $1  million  is  for  access  roads,  and  $1.6 
million  for  administering  and  planning  the  program.  This 
represents  a  $99  million  decrease  from  the  amount  actually 
appropriated  for  the  highway  program  for  1995. 

The  funds  for  1996  would  be  used  to  assist  the  Appalachian 
States  in  contracting  for  construction,  right-of-way  purchase,  or 
engineering  for  125  miles  of  the  749  miles  that  remained  for 
construction  as  of  September  30,  1994.  At  that  date,  2,276  miles 
of  the  system  had  been  contracted  for  construction,  of  which  2,107 
miles  had  been  completed  and  open  to  traffic.  Six  of  the  24 
corridors  have  now  been  completed. 

The  proposed  funding  would  finance  a  program  which,  by 
September  30,  1996,  is  anticipated  to  result  in  a  total  of  2,360 
development  highway  miles  and  915  access  road  miles  either 
contracted  for  construction  or  already  completed.  Adding  the 
additional  mileage  for  which  right-of-way  acquisition  will  have 
been  obligated,  there  will  be  at  the  close  of  FY  1996  an  estimated 
total  of  2,525  development  highway  miles  with  obligation 
commitments . 

As  the  Subcommittee  knows,  for  the  highway  program  we  transfer 
funds  to  the  Federal  Highway  Administration,  which  oversees  the 
actual  construction  of  our  corridor  system.  Our  FY  1996  budget 
request  includes  $1.6  million  for  FHwA' s  administration  of  the 
Appalachian  Development  Highway  program.  This  amount  is  unchanged 
from  the  current  year. 

With  the  Appalachian  Development  Highway  System  now  70  percent 
completed,  its  impacts  are  already  considerable:  industries  and 
businesses  have  grown  along  the  highways;  enterprises  not  directly 
along  the  highways  were  strengthened  by  the  dramatic  opening  up  of 
the  region  by  the  highway  system;  the  system  is  a  vital  link  in 
moving  Appalachian  coal  and  other  products  to  domestic  and  foreign 
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markets;  and  the  costs  and  difficulty  of  extending  health, 
education,  and  other  services  in  the  Region  have  been  reduced  by 
the  highways . 

A  1981  study,  the  most  accurate  count  ever  taken  of  the 
industries  located  on  or  near  the  Appalachian  Development  Highway 
System  corridors,  showed  that  since  1965,  when  the  corridor  system 
was  first  announced,  182,700  jobs  had  been  created  in  801 
manufacturing  plants  with  50  or  more  employees  within  30  minutes  of 
the  corridors.  Added  to  this  is  an  estimated  32,300  jobs  in 
smaller  plants  for  a  total  of  215,000  jobs. 

A  1987  survey,  using  a  different  approach,  showed  that  between 
1980  and  1986,  560,000  jobs  were  created  in  the  Appalachian 
counties  with  a  major  highway  compared  with  134,000  jobs  created  in 
counties  without  a  major  highway--a  ratio  of  better  than  3  to  1 . 
A  more  recent  study  conducted  by  a  professor  at  the  University  of 
North  Carolina-Charlotte  found  a  strong  correlation  between  income 
growth  and  the  presence  of  improved  highways  between  1965  and  1990 
in  Southern  and  Northern  Appalachia.  The  correlation  was  weaker  in 
Central  Appalachia,  however,  suggesting  the  need  for  other  related 
investments  in  the  poorest  areas. 

NON-HIGHWAY  PROGRAMS 

The  non-highway,  or  area  development,  program  request  —  $84,055 
million--anticipates  a  closer  balance  than  in  the  past  between 
highway  and  non-highway  funds.  This  figures  represents  an  increase 
of  $5,955  million  over  the  FY  1995  level. 

A  good  network  of  highways  throughout  the  region  is  a 
necessary  prerequisite  for  economic  growth,  but  highways  alone  will 
not  produce  long-term  economic  development  in  most  Appalachian 
communities.  Other  kinds  of  assistance — such  a"s  local 
infrastructure,  worker  training,  business  financing,  and  community 
leadership  development — are  required.  A  part  of  ARC'S  strength 
lies  in  its  ability  to  balance  the  comprehensive  regional  highway 
program  with  a  diverse  array  of  other  area  development  activities 
to  provide  a  basis  for  sustained  local  economic  growth. 

Of  the  amount  requested,  $37,375  million  is  expected  to  be 
used  in  physical  development  projects  for  clean  water,  community 
improvement,  telecommunications,  low-income  housing,  and  local 
government  services.  An  amount  of  $26  million  is  expected  to  be 
used  to  tackle  human  development  problems  including  education  and 
health,  while  $20  million  is  expected  to  be  used  to  help  develop 
small  business  and  enterprise  skills  and  opportunities  in  the 
Region.  It  is  important  to  note  that  20  percent  of  our  total  area 
development  funds  are  reserved  for  use  by  the  115  distressed 
counties  in  the  region. 
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The  budget  request  includes  $5.3  million,  the  same  as  FY  1995, 
to  support  the  work  of  the  69  local  development  districts  and  the 
Commission's  regionwide  programs  of  technical  assistance.  Federal 
agencies  (other  than  the  Federal  Highway  Administration)  that  help 
ARC  administer  its  programs  would  receive  $680,000,  a  reduction  of 
$15,000  from  the  current  year. 

The  request  for  salaries  and  expenses  is  $3,645  million.  This 
includes  $1,245  million  for  the  Federal  Co-Chairman's  staff  and  the 
office  of  the  inspector  general  and  $2.4  million  for  the  50  percent 
federal  share  of  the  Commission's  administrative  budget.  With  the 
$1.6  million  for  highway  program  administration  and  $680,000  for 
non-highway  program  administration  by  other  agencies,  the  federal 
cost  of  program  administration  will  total  $5,925  million,  or  about 
3  percent  of  the  total  ARC  budget.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  you  will 
agree  that  those  administrative  costs  reflect  an  agency  that 
operates  in  a  very  lean  and  efficient  way. 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

Mr.  Chairman,  ARC  merits  the  Subcommittee's  continued  support 
quite  simply  because  it  works.  A  quick  look  at  our  record  suggests 
the  dramatic  progress  we  have  made  in  improving  the  lives  of 
millions  of  Appalachian  citizens.  I  have  already  highlighted  the 
benefits  of  our  highway  program.  Other  accomplishments  include  the 
following : 

Water  and  Sewer  Systems.  ARC  funding  brought  the  first 
sewer  lines  and  clean  drinking  water  to  700,000  residents  of 
Appalachian  counties  designated  as  distressed  due  to  high  rates  of 
poverty  and  unemployment  and  low  per  capita  income.  About  2,000 
new  water  and/or  sewer  systems  have  provided  the  infrastructure 
needed  for  job  creation.  As  a  result  of  these  projects,  thousands 
of  jobs  have  been  created  or  retained. 

Small  Business  Assistance.  As  of  December  31,  1994,  ARC 
grants  to  revolving  loan  funds  in  nine  states  totaled  $16.5 
million,  thereby  assisting  738  small  businesses  —  the  source  of 
some  8,000  new  jobs  in  Appalachia. 

•  Access  to  Health  Care.  A  network  of  more  than  400  primary 
health  care  clinics  and  hospitals  has  been  completed  with  ARC 
funding  and  now  serves  some  4  million  Appalachians  a  year.  More 
than  5,000  new  physicians  have  opened  practices  in  Appalachia  just 
since  1930.  Infant  mortality  has  dropped  from  26.5  infant  deaths 
per  1,000  live  births  in  1960  to  8.5  in  1992. 

Educational  Advancement.  ARC  has  helped  construct  and/or 
equip  more  than  700  vocational  and  technical  education  facilities 
serving  more  than  500,000  students  a  year.  In  1965  only  32  percent 
of  Appalachians  over  age  25  had  finished  high  school.   Today,  that 
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figure  has  risen  to  63.4  percent.  Among  young  adults  age  18-24,  77 
percent  of  Appalachians  have  completed  12  or  more  years  of  school, 
compared  with  the  national  average  of  76  percent. 

Perhaps  the  most  striking  is  the  aggregate  effect  of  ARC's 
investment  on  overall  economic  growth.  A  study  funded  by  the 
National  Science  Foundation  and  published  by  West  Virginia 
University  last  year  showed  unambiguously  that  the  ARC  program  has 
worked.  Using  a  rigorous  statistical  methodology,  the  study 
identified  "twin"  counties  (counties  with  similar  demographic  and 
economic  profiles)  outside  of  Appalachia  for  all  of  the  ARC 
counties  and  followed  their  respective  progress  from  1969  to  1991. 
The  counties  benefitting  from  the  ARC  investment  grew  48  percent 
faster  in  personal  income  and  earnings,  5  percent  faster  in 
population,  and  17  percent  faster  in  per  capita  income. 

NEW  REGIONAL  INITIATIVES 

One  of  the  Commission's  compelling  strengths  arises  from  its 
ability  to  address  problems  on  a  regional,  rather  than  a  state-by- 
state  or  community-by-community  basis.  I  believe  that  only 
regional  approaches  can  ultimately  address  the  kind  of  persistent 
economic  distress  that  plagues  much  of  Appalachia.  Just  last 
month,  the  Commission's  13  governors  and  I  launched  three  new 
regional  initiatives.  We  envision  these  as  multi-year  activities 
and  we  expect  to  continue  them  in  FY  1996. 

Internationalization  of  the  Economy  and  Its  Implications 
for  Appalachia.  With  every  $1  billion  in  e.xports  creating  about 
15,000  jobs,  one  of  the  more  productive  ways  to  create  jobs  in 
Appalachia  is  to  encourage  the  region's  industries  to  enter  the 
foreign  trade  market.  ARC's  new  initiative  will  help  states 
encourage  business  participation  in  the  export  market,  and  the  job 
growth  that  ensues,  through  five  key  areas:  data  development, 
financing,  technical  assistance,  training  and  marketing. 

Telecommunications .  Without  a  comprehensive  approach  to 
the  deployment  of  the  regional  telecommunication  infrastructure, 
the  Appalachian  region  risks  being  by-passed  by  the  national 
information  network,  much  as  the  highway  system  bypassed  the  region 
earlier  in  this  century.  Through  a  regional  initiative,  the  states 
can  individually  achieve  common  levels  of  service  and  network 
development  that  will  ensure  the  region's  future  role  in  the 
information  infrastructure  highway. 

Leadership  and  Civic  Development.  Central  to  the 
development  of  self-sustaining  local  economies  across  Appalachia  is 
the  building  of  the  capacity  of  communities  to  work  together  to 
find  solutions  to  local  problems,  to  take  charge  of  their  own 
destinies.  Our  new  initiative  will  provide  resources  to  develop 
the  local  leadership  and  community  institutions  that  are  the 
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building  blocks  of  community  development. 

As  these  exciting  new  initiatives  suggest,  the  emphasis  for 
future  development  of  the  Region  does  not  depend  primarily  on  the 
kinds  of  industrial  recruitment  activities  that  have  characterized 
many  programs  in  the  past.  Rather  than  seeking  short-term  growth, 
the  stress  needs  to  be  on  providing  the  means  for  increasing  local 
entrepreneurial  activity  and  locally-grown  businesses;  on  assuring 
an  adequate  human  resource  base  to  become  globally  competitive;  and 
on  building  the  physical  infrastructure  that  is  required  to  sustain 
and  create  economic  opportunities.  Quite  simply,  the  sooner  we  can 
wean  our  communities  from  their  old  habits  of  "smokestack  chasing,  " 
the  better  off  they  will  be. 

THE  JOB  IS  NOT  YET  DONE 

While  the  ARC  effort  has  produced  dramatic  results  in  the 
almost  400  counties  we  serve,  much  remains  to  be  done.  In  1992 
Appalachia's  per  capita  income  was  only  83  percent  ($16,187)  of  the 
U.S.  average  ($20,105).  In  addition,  Appalachia  has  become  a 
region  of  contrasts.  Central  Appalachia  remains  severely 
distressed,  where  the  poverty  rate  is  27  percent,  rural  per  capita 
income  is  still  only  two-thirds  of  the  national  average,  and 
unemployment  remains  much  higher  than  the  national  average. 

Although  the  metropolitan  areas  enjoy  vibrant  and  diverse 
economies,  the  rural  areas  in  all  of  the  ARC  states  still  lag  the 
nation  in  indicators  of  economic  stability.  Thirty-seven  percent 
of  Appalachia's  non-metro  counties  are  considered  severely 
distressed,  compared  to  only  19  percent  of  the  non-metropolitan 
counties  in  the  rest  of  the  U.S.  These  115  counties  suffer  from 
above-average  rates  of  unemployment  and  poverty  rates  that  are  at 
least  150  percent  of  the  national  poverty  rate  of  13.1  percent. 

Internally  the  Commission  has  responded  to  this  situation 
through  a  set  of  policies  which  create  three  tiers  of  counties  and 
which,  within  the  limits  of  our  enabling  legislation,  target  more 
of  our  resources  to  the  weakest  areas.  The  Appalachian  counties 
that  are  designated  as  "distressed"  can  receive  Commission  funding 
for  up  to  80  percent  of  eligible  project  costs,  while  our  "strong" 
counties  can  receive  only  30  percent.  The  remaining  counties  in 
the  region  can  receive  funding  on  a  50/50  matching  basis.  In 
addition,  as  I  noted  earlier,  we  set  aside  20  percent  of  our  area 
development  funds  to  be  used  only  in  our  distressed  counties. 

Finally,  our  highway  program  remains  unfinished,  with  many  of 
the  most  expensive  segments  yet  to  be  completed.  Those  segments 
traverse  some  of  the  most  challenging  mountainous  terrain,  where 
construction  costs  can  run  as  high  as  $16  million  per  mile. 
Indeed,  our  highway  construction  costs  are  now  averaging  $5  million 
per  mile.   We  have  completed  most  of  the  easy  segments,  but  those 
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that  are  yet  to  be  done  are  vital  to  linking  the  entire  region  to 
international  commerce. 

As  part  of  the  President's  Reinventing  Government  Initiative, 
all  federal  agencies  are  re-examining  their  mission.  This  includes 
key  inquiries  such  as  addressing  the  mission  based  on  "customer" 
input;  asking  whether  the  mission  could  be  accomplished  as  well  or 
better  without  federal  involvement;  looking  for  ways  to  cut  cost  or 
improve  performance  through  competition;  and  ways  to  put  customers 
first,  cut  red  tape,  and  empower  employees. 

We  at  ARC  are  actively  participating  in  this  effort.  Back 
last  summer  the  Commission  embarked  on  a  strategic  planning  process 
to  achieve  consensus  on  a  vision  for  future  direction.  ARC's  state 
partners,  local  governments,  foundations,  scholars,  public  and 
private  entities  with  a  stake  in  Appalachia's  well-being,  and  the 
people  of  the  region  will  all  participate.  This  process  will  chart 
ARC'S  future  course  and  craft  strategies  that  will  yield  expanded 
opportunities  for  a  new  generation  of  Appalachians.  We  will  keep 
the  Subcommittee  fully  apprised  of  our  review. 

If  I  had  to  summarize  in  a  phrase  what  I  think  the  theme  of  my 
Co-Chairmanship  of  the  ARC  is,  it  is  this:  "to  build  vibrant 
entrepreneurial  communities  and  enterprising  people."  I  believe 
strongly — as  does  the  Administration — that  vibrant  entrepreneurial 
economies  offer  the  best  hope  for  our  small  towns  and  rural  areas. 
The  key  to  public  policy  investments  in  economic  development — and 
we  have  ignored  this  far  too  long  in  our  region--is  to  create  an 
infrastructure  for  small  business  creation  and  expansion. 

This  includes  everything  from  entrepreneurial  education  and 
programs  in  our  public  schools  to  revamping  vocation  and  technical 
education  to  the  promotion  of  risk  and  venture  capital  pools  to 
technical  assistance  for  entrepreneurs  and  existing  businesses  to 
the  organization  and  deployment  of  information  technology  on  a 
regional  basis.  These  are  the  types  of  economic  development 
projects  that  we  are  encouraging  at  ARC. 

We  hope  that  this  Congress  will  keep  faith  with  the  promise  to 
bring  all  of  Appalachia  into  the  mainstream  of  the  American  economy 
through  continued  support  of  this  unique  federal-state  partnership. 
I  look  forward  to  working  with  the  members  of  this  Subcommittee  in 
helping  achieve  that  end. 
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OP'ncT.  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 


SREnETON  C.  JCNE3 
BICGFIAPHY/PF.ORLH 


C3C23  saj-asi 


Baoow  r^N^^  SoTes.""'  ""■  ^-''-  ^'^  ^'^  '"  ^°""  ^'^^^^  ^^^  ^irg.n.a.  me  .en  of 

A  succassful  student  atfilete  with  a  araight-A  average  in  hign  scftool.  Jones  aaenced  the 
Un.versity  a:  Virginia  an  a  toottall  scholarsn.p.  He  graduated  withl  Baciielcr  bf  Scje^dlgr^ 
in  Commeree.  and  sMowmg  a  keen  sense  for  business,  within  tfirea  years  was  a  succassful 
developer  of  residennaJ  ard  cammeraai  pnsperrfes.  ">—=»  u. 

in  me  ear^  1 970s,  after  manning  EHzabeih  (Ubfay)  Uoyd  at  Midway,  in  Woodford  County 
Jones  moved  M  Kentucky,  where  he  and  Ubby  have  estabUshed  Airtrie  S&jd  Farm  as  a  tnrivina' 
BreLM  =P«^^«"  °*  imemational  renown.  The  Joneses  have  two  children;  Lucy,  ia.  ard 

H  ^     :!2"*^  "^  elected  Governor  in  Novemtjer,  1 99 t,  by  the  iargest  marein  in  Kemucky  - 
.  histoid  after  wrvuig  four  succassful  years  as  Uetitenam  Governor,  an  offlcs  he  also  won  bv  aT  ' 
record-setDng  margin.  —       v..    uy  « 

As  Ueutenam  Governor.  Jones  voluntarily  cut  nearly  25  oercant  from  the  expenses 
assoaated  with  the  office.  As  Governor.  Jones  has  emphasized  downsizing  and  reformina  state 
govemmem    So  rar.  he  has  aliminated  more  than  1.700  permanent  full-dme  positions  frtsm  the 
state  payroll,  through  attrition.  Jones  has  downsized  the  state's  vehide  fleet  reduced  travel 
costs,  refinanced  bonds  at  lower  interest  rates,  reducad  the  Governor's  office  budget  to  Its 
lowest  level  m  nearly  a  decade,  and  cjt  by  naarty  najf  the  operatjng  expenses  tar  the  Governor's 
Mansion.  Because  of  his  pnidenr  fiscal  maragemem.  Governor  Jones  will  leave  the  next 
administrauon  with  a  treasury  surplus  of  nearly  S250  million  dollars,  the  largest  surplus  in  history. 

Within  minutes  of  taking  the  oath  of  office.  Governor  Jones  signed  an  executive  order 
esu^lishing  a  stna  code  of  ethics  for  the  executive  branch  of  stare  government  The  code  was 
wntten  into  stale  law  for  future  administrations  by  the  1 992  General  Assembly. 

In  the  early  months  of  his  administration,  Jones  supported  and  signed  into  law  a  bill 
changing  the  system  for  selecting  members  of  the  state's  seven  university  governing  boards 
assunng  that  njture  appointments  will  be  based  on  merit  and  not  pontics  or  contributions  to    ' 
political  campaigns. 


AN  SQUAL  OPPOOTUNITV   EMPUCVER  M<F70 
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Tne  Gaverr.cr  succsssrully  sncnsorec  leqisiation  m  1992  that  placsd  Kerrrucl^y  m  tne 
fcrsfrcnt  of  campaign  rsfcrm.  Tne  -srcrm  pac'oge  rscucsd  me  sum  an  ir.divKiual  may  connlcute 
;a  a  siate  anc  Iccai  csr.cidaie  frcm  3-i.CCO  :c  3500  per  elscticn;  recuired  candicates  :cr  gavemcr 
ss^(l  lieutenant  gcvarnar  to  run  as  a  3!at3;  esraclisnsc  are  state's  first-ever  puCiic  nnancng  of 
camoaigns  if  cancidaies  agree  :c  spending  limits;  arc  resrucrurea  tie  sfecncn  scr.eduie, 
craviding  one  sieczcn-fras  yea/  cut  zj  s'/er/  four.  3-.er=cy  saving  millicns  of  taxpayers'  dollars. 

He  sucrasstuily  promctec  a  cnar.ge  m  tne  'Kentucky  Constitution  tnat  gives  voters  3ie 
rigrt  to  retLm  a  governor  tc  office  for  a  second  successive  rerm.   L'niike  previous  effcrrs. 
Governor  Jones  exci-jced  himself  frcm  tne  provisicns  of  tnai  measure. 

As  founoer  and  president  of  tne  Kentucky  Heaitn  Care  Access  f=oundat;cn  more  tizn  a 
decade  ago.  iie  forge^l  a  pannersnip  wim  Mealtn  care  crpfessionais  :tiat  Mas  provided  mousands 
cf  low-inccme  Kentuckians  wtn  fieaJtn  care  cnat  otTie.'-wiss  would  not  have  teen  availatie  to 
tnem.   In  iS90.  Jones  was  one  of  four  Amencan  laymen  to  receive  tfie  Amencan  Medical 
Associations  distinguisned  servica  awa/d  for  his  work  on  indigent  nealtn  caie.  In  i9S4,  Jones 
recaivea  tne  American  Medical  Assocaticn's  presiigious  i^r.  Natnan  Davis  Aware,  given  to  ttie 
person  in  govemmeni  wfio  has  Dest  served  the  public  healtn. 

On  Aoril  15.  19S4,  Governor  Jones  acr.ie>/ea  tfie  pnmar/  goal  of  his  administration,  when 
he  signed  into  law  a  tougn  neA/  iHeaJtn  Care  fleform  i_aw.  The  law  estaalisnes  a  'nealth  Policy 
Board  tc  oversee  KanTud-cys  3i0  dillion  heaim  care  system,  it  also  acccmplisnes  insurance 
reform,  suc.1  as  guaranteed  insuranility,  insurance  rare  review  and  aipprovaj,  and  insurance 
pcnabiiity  frcm  job  to  job.  Tne  law  also  gives  heaJtfi  care  consumers  greater  purt:riasing  power 
and  accessibility  to  health  care  through  a  healtn  purcnasing  alliancs,  ana  consumer  education 
tnrough  data  coltecaon  and  tne  mandaiory  posting  of  rates  by  all  health  care  providers.  TTie 
Health  Care  Reform  Law  puts  Kentucicy  at  the  forefront  of  healtn  cara  reform  in  tne  United 
States. 

In  19S3.  Jones  named  the  Commisscn  on  Quality  and  Eflcienc/  to  improve  services 
while  sn-eamlining  stsffi  government.  A  =3-member  commission  from  government  and  private 

industr/  made  nearty  300  recommendaflons  tnat  could  save  state  government  S90Q  million _"  _ 

iVtany  of  those  recommendations  are  currently  being  implemented. 

In  early  1 995,  Jones  won  approval  to  eliminate  inherttance  and  private  pension  taxes  for 
tne  majarity  of  Kentuckians.  Now,  family  farms  won't  have  to  be  sold  to  pay  inheritance  taxes, 
and  retired  KenniCkians  on  private  pension  wll  enjoy  the  same  tax  breaks  as  those  witn  public 
pensions.  When  tnese  tax  cuts  are  fully  implemented.  Kentud^ians  will  save  more  than  S120 
million  a  year. 

In  the  area  of  education  reform,  a  top  priority  in  tfie  Jones  Administration,  the  1 990 
Kentucky  Education  Reform  Ac:  is  undergoing  continued  implementation  and  full  funding. 

The  Jones  Administration  also  has  created  an  economic  development  plan  tfiat  ttas 
resulted  in  a  record  number  of  new  joos.  record  low  unemployment,  and  itie  futfillmem  of  a 
campaign  pledge  for  new  business  and  industry  in  Kentucky. 

His  administration  also  has  strengthened  tne  link  between  tounsm  and  economic 
development,  and  in  ^  994.  was  successful  in  getong  approval  for  a  S70  million  stats  parks 
ra'/ttalization  project. 
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PREPARED  STATEMENT  OF  HONORABLE  BRERETON  C.  JONES 
GOVERNOR  OF  KENTUCKY  and  ARC  STATES^  CO-CHAIRMAN 

to 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

HONORABLE  JOHN  T.  MYERS,  CHAIRMAN 

February  28,  1995 
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house  concvuttee  on  .appropriations  testimony 
february  28,  1995 
Washington ,  dc 


MR.  CHAIRMAN.  R,\NKING  MINORITY-  MEMBER  BEVTLL.  CONGR£SSM.\N  ROGERS, 
OTHER  DISTINGUISHED  MEMBERS  OF  THE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMNflTTEE  ON 
ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT. 

AS  THE  STATES'  CO-CH.MR  OF  A-R-C.  I  AM  PLEASED  TO  BE  WITH  YOU  HERE 
TODAY. 

I  W.JlNT  to  BEGIN  BY  THANKING  THE  MEMBERS  OF  THIS  COM^^TTEE  FOR  THEIR 
SUPPORT  OF  THE  APPALACHIAN  RECION.-U.  COMNHSSION  OVER  THE  YEARS. 

ALL  OF  THE  APP.'U.ACHl.AN  GOVERNORS  ARE  WELL  AWARE  OF  THE  CRUCIAL 
ROLE  YOU  HAVE  PLAYED  TO  KEEP  THE  COMMISSION  ALTVE  U'NDER  DEFnCLT-T 
CIRCUMSTANCES. 

ALL  OF  US  -  DEMOCRATS  AND  REPUBLICANS  ALIKE  -  APPRECIATE  YOUR 
SUPPORT. 

AND  MOST  IMPORTANTLY.  SO  DO  THE  PEOPLE  OF  APPALACHIA. 

TO  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN.  FROM  OUR  NEIGHBORING  STATE  OF  1NDL\NA,  THANK 
YOU  FOR  RECOGNIZING  HOW  IMPORTANT  IT  IS  TO  OUR  NATION  THAT  NO 
REGION  OF  THE  COUNTR.Y  BE  LEFT  BEHIND  AS  OUR  ECONOMY  MOVES 
FORWARD. 

TO  YOU,  MR.  BEVILL.  WHO  PROVIDED  STRONG  SUPPORT  AS  CHAIRMAN  OF  THIS 
COMMITTEE  FOR  SO  MAN"f  YEARS,  THANK  YOU  FOR  ENSURING  THAT  WE  COULD 
CONTINUE  TO  SERVE  THE  NEEDS  OF  THIS  NEGLECTED  REGION  OF  THE 
COUNTRY. 

AND  TO  YOU,  MR.  ROGERS.  MY  FELLOW  KENTUCKIAN,  THANK  YOU  FOR 
REPRESENTING  A  DISTRICT  WHICH  EPITOMIZES  THE  NEED  FOR  THIS  PROGR.^M. 
.AND  FOR  WORKING  SO  HARD  TO  ENSURE  ITS  CONTINUATION. 

ALL  OF  THE  APPALACHIAN  GOVERNORS  RECOGNIZE  TH.\T  THE  CHALLENGE 
BEFORE  US  TO  CONTINUE  THIS  VITAL  PROGRAM  IS  NO  LESS  DAUNTING  THAN  IT 
HAS  BEEN  FOR  THE  PAST  14  YEARS. 

.AND  YET,  WE  .ALL  BELIEVE  IT  FS  A  CHALLENGE  WE  MUST  FACE  AND  OVERCOME 
FOR  THE  GOOD  OF  THE  PEOPLE  WE  SERVE. 
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TN  THIS  E31A  OF  SCARCE  RESOURCES  AT  ALL  LEVELS  OF  GOVERNMENT.  WE  .ARE 
ALL  SEEKING  WAYS  TO  STRE.'VMLrNE.  SO  THAT  WE  CAN  GIVE  OUR  TAXPAYERS 
THE  ABSOLUTE  MOST  FOR  HIS  OR  HER  TAX  DOLLAR. 

A  SPIRIT  OF  COOPER.^TION  BETM^TEN  THE  FEDER.AX  GOVERNMENT  AND  EACH 
STATE  BRINGS  EFFICIENT  GOVERNMENT  CLOSER  TO  THE  PEOPLE. 

IN  TFTE  A-R-C.  WE  FIND  THE  PERFECT  MODEL. 

IT  HAS  HELPED  ONE  OF  THE  MOST  ISOL.-VTED  AND  POVERTY  STRICKEN  REGIONS 
OF  OUR  COL'NTRY  OVERCOME  THE  ISOLATION  AND  PROMOTE  ECONONHC 
DEVELOPMENT. 

THE  .A-R-C  H-A-S  BEEN  SUCCESSFUL  IN  DOING  THIS.  NOT  BY  FULLY  FUNDING  ANY 
PROGRAMS  BUT  BY  PROVIDING  A  PORTION  OF  THE  COST  .AJ^JD  THUS 
LEVERAGING  FEDERAL,  STATE  AND  PRIVATE  FLT^TDS. 

FORTY-NINE  COLIMTTES  IN  KENTUCKY  ARE  LOCATED  WITHIN  THE  BOLTNDARlES 
OF  .A.-R-C. 

THIRTY-EIGHT  OF  THESE  COUNTIES  ARE  OFFICIALLY  LISTED  AS  DISTRESSED 
COUNTIES  -  HIGH  UNEMPLOYMENT  .AND  LOW  PER  CAPITA  INCOME. 

THERE  ARE  150  SUCH  COUNTIES  IN  THE  13  STATE  APPALaCHL^lN  REGIONAL 
COMiVnSSION  BOUNDARY. 

MANY  STATISTICS  HAVE  BEEN  PRESENTED  TO  THIS  COMMITTEE  ON  THE  A-R-C 

AND  ITS  EFFECTIVENESS. 

THE  MOST  CONVINCING  EVIDENCE,  HOWEVER.  IS  TO  TRAVEL  THROUGH  THE 
AREA  .AND  SEE  THE  DIFFERENCES  IN  PEOPLE'S  UVES. 

I  -AJLW.AYS  ENJOY  BEING  IN  EASTERN  KENTUCKY  AND  AS  CONGRESSNLAN 
ROGERS  KNOWS.  THE  NAITJRAL  BEAUTY  AND  TFIE  WARMTH  OF  THE  PEOPLE 
MAKE  IT  .A.  SPECIAL  PLACE. 

THE  MOUNTAINS.  HOWEVER.  PRESENT  CHALLENGES  IN  BUILDING  ROADS, 
INSTALLING  WATER  AND  SEWERS,  PROVIDING  ACCESS  TO  HEALTH  CARE,  AND 
MAKING  NEEDED  COMMUNITY  IMPROVEMENTS. 

ALL  OF  THESE  THINGS  COST  SIGNIFICANTLY  MORE  IN  MOUNTAINOUS  TERRAIN, 
AND  WHEN  YOU  -ADD  IN  THE  DISTRESSED  ECONOMIC  FACTORS,  YOU 
IMMED1.A.TELY  FNCRE.ASE  THE  ODDS  AGAINST  THESE  AREAS  KEEPING  PACE 
WITH  THE  REST  OF  THE  COUNTY. 
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A-R-CS  ROLE  HAS  BEEN  TO  BETTER  THOSE  ODDS  FOR  APPALACHIAN 

COMMUNITIES. 

THERE  IS  STILL  A  LOT  TO  DO.  BLT  YOU  DONT  HAVE  TO  GO  FAR  EN  .-^NY 
DIRECTION  LN  E.->iSTERN  KENTUCKY  BEFORE  SEEING  THE  BENEFITS  OF  THE  A-R-C 
PROGR.AM  -  IN  HOUSING.  IN  CLEAN  W.A.TER,  ROADS.  HEALTH  CLINICS. 
EDUCATIONAL  PROGR.AMS.  ANT)  SNL\LL  BUSINESSES  WHICH  GOT  A  CHANCE  DL^ 
TO  REVOLVING  LOAN  FUNDS 

THESE  ARE  REAL  DIFFERENCES  WHICH  PEOPLE  EXPERIENCE  IN  THEIR  DAILY 
LIVES. 

LET  ME  OrVE  YOU  SOME  EXAMPLES  OF  PROJECTS  PROPOSED  FOR  KENTUCKY 
THIS  YEAR. 

IN  AN  .'^J^E.A.  WHERE  RESIDENTS  NOW  DEPEND  ON  W^LLS,  CISTERNS  OR  HAULED 
WATER.  WATER  SERVICE  C.-^'  BE  PROVIDED  FOR  1  "0  NEW  CUSTOMERS  -AND  AN 
ELEMENTARY  SCHOOL  FOR  A  TOT.AJ,  PROJECT  COST  OF  SI  .3  MILLION. 

THE  A-R-C  GR.\NT  FOR  THIS  PROJECT  IS  $250,000  WHICH  THEN  ALLOWS  TFIE 
COMMU'NrrY  TO  COMBINE  SOME  LOCAL  FUNTDS  WITH  A  FARMERS  HOME 
ADMINISTRATION  LOAN  .-KNTD  GRANT  TO  MAKE  THIS  WATER  PROJECT  A  REALITY. 

IN  ANOTHER  ESISTANCE.  A-R-C  IS  WORKING  WITH  A  SIX-STATE  CONSORTIUM  TO 
PRODUCE  .A.  BETTER  TR.AJNED  WORKFORCE  IN  THE  MOST  ECONOMICALLY 
DISADVANTAGED  COLTSTlES  IN  APPALACHL*i. 

A-R-C  -AND  THE  CONSORTIUM  ARE  DEVELOPING  A  PROPOSAL  TO  THE  NATIONAL 
SCIENCE  FOUNDATION  TO  PROVIDE  SCHOOLS  AND  COMMUNITIES  IN  THESE 
COUNTIES  ACCESS  TO  THE  INFORMAHON  SUPERHIGHWAY. 

THE  ACCESS  WILL  BE  USED  TO  IMPROVE  STLT)ENT  PERFORMANCE  IN  M.\TH  AND 
SCIENCE  AND  TO  DEVELOP  NEW  BUSINESSES  IN  THE  COMMUNITIES. 

THE  FEDERATION  OF  APPALACHIAN  HOUSING  ENTERPRISES  IS  -AN  ASSOCIATION 
OF  20  COMMUNITY  BASED  NON-PROHT  HOUSING  PROVIDERS  IN  KENTUCKY. 
TENNESSEE.  VIRGINL«l,  .OlD  WEST  VIRGINIA. 

ITS  MISSION  IS  TO  MAKE  DECENT  HOUSING  AFFORDABLE  .\ND  AVAILABLE  TO 
LOW  AND  VERY  LOW  INCOME  F.AMILIES  TN  CENTRAL  APPaLaCHIA. 

A-R-C  FLTMDING  HAS  LEVERAGED  MILLIONS  OF  DOLLARS  FROM  OTHER  SOURCES 
AND  HAS  RESL^LTED  IN  THE  CONSTRUCTION  OR  REHABILITATION  OF  NEARLY 
17.000  HOUSING  UNITS. 
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THE  KiNTUCICY  HIGHLANDS  INVESTMENT  CORPORATION  IS  A  GRASSROOTS 
ORGANIZATION  WHICH  HAS  RECEIXTED  A-R-C  ASSISTANCE  TO  HELP  FINANCE 
NEW  SNL\LL  BUSINESSES  THROUGH  EOUTT^'  INVESTMENTS  OR  LOANS. 

ITS  CURRENT  INVESTMENTS  EMPLOY  MORE  THAN  3.500  PEOPLE.  60%  OF  WHOM 
HAD  PREVIOUSLY  BEEN  ON  PUBUC  .-^iSSISTANCE. 

THE  COST  OF  PROVIDING  PL^BLIC  ASSIST.-VNCE  TO  THESE  PEOPLE  TODAY  WOULD 
BE  .\BOUT  S58  MILLION  PER  YEAR. 

INSTE.AD,  THESE  MEN  AND  WO\fEN  ARE  WORXING  AND  PAYING  S9  MILLION  PER 
YEAR  IN  T.A.XES. 

THATS  A  TURNAROUND  FOR  THE  GOVERNMENT  OF  47  MILLION  DOLL.\R5  A 
^-EAR! 

SIMIL.\R  STORIES  CAN  BE  TOLD  BY  GOVERNORS  FROM  OTHER  A-R-C  ST.ATES.  AS 
WELL. 

ON'E  RE.-VSON  FOR  THIS  SUCCESS  IS  BECAUSE  IT  IS  NOT  A  FEDERAL  PROGRAM. 
BUT  R.«lTHER  a  PARTNERSHIP  OF  THE  FEDEEL-VL  GOVERNMENT  AND  THE 
GOVERNORS  OF  13  APPALACHIAN  STATES. 

AND  YET,  WE  RECOGNIZE  TH.A.T  IT  IS  IMPORTANT  ALWAYS  TO  BE  LOOKING  AT 
WAYS  TO  IMPROVE  OURSELVES,  TO  -RE-INVENT'  WHAT  WE  DO  SO  THAT  WE  ARE 
.AJ-WAYS  OPERATING  AT  THE  HIGHEST  POSSIBLE  LEVEL  OF  EFFICIENCY. 

THE  A-R-C  HAS  UNDERTAKEN  SUCH  AN  EFFORT  WTTH  ITS  STRATEGIC  PLANNING 
PROCESS,  WHICH  WILL  CULMINATE  IN  A  MAJOR  CONFERENCE  IN  LEXINGTON. 
KENTUCKY  IN  JULY. 

IN  KENTUCKY.  WE  UNDERTOOK  THIS  EFFORT  OVER  A  YEAR  AGO  WHEN  I 
CREATED  THE  KENTUCKY  APPALACHIAN  TASK  FORCE  TO  REVIEW  HOW  THE 
PROGR.AM  HAS  OPERATED  IN  EASTERN  KENTUCKY  AND  HOW  IT  CAN  OPER,A.TE 
EVEN  MORE  EFFECITVELY. 

MORE  THAN  500  PEOPLE  PARTICIPATED  AND  THE  RESULT  IS  THIS  REPORT. 
WHICH  WE'VE  ENTITLED  COMMtj-MTIES  OF  HOPE. 

IN  IT  ARE  TASK  FORCE  COMMITTEE  RECOMMENDATION  ON.  AMONG  OTHER 
THINGS.  EDUCATION.  HEALTH.  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT.  JUSTICE. 
TR.\NSPORTATION,  TELECOMMUNICATIONS.  HOUSING  AND  GOVERNANCE. 

IT  IS  A  PEOPLE'S  REPORT  .  AND  WTTH  THE  HELP  OF  THE  A-R-C.  WE  WILL  ADDRESS 
THESE  RECOMMENDATIONS  IN  THE  COMING  DAYS  AND  MONTHS. 


Ill 


THE  BOTTOM  LINE,  MR.  CHA1F>UN,  IS  THAT  MY  FELLOW  GOVERNORS  AND  I 
BELIEVE  IT  IS  CRUCL«lL  FOR  THIS  PROGRAM  TO  CONTINUE. 

4uND  FURTHERMORE,  1  BELIEVE  WE  OUGHT  TO  LOOK  BEYOND  THE  MISSION  OF 
THE  A-R-C  TO  EXPLORE  V^THETHER  THE  WAY  WS  OPERATE,  THE  CONCEPT  OF  THE 
FEDERA.L-STATE  PARTNERSHIP,  MAY  BE  A  WAY  TO  OPERATE  OTHER 
GOVERNMENT  PROGRAMS 

THAT  IS  WHY  ALL  13  APPaLACHLAN  GOVERNORS.  RECOGNIZING  THE  NEED  FOR 
GOVERNMENT  TO  OPER.ATE  IN  THE  MOST  COST-EFFECTIVE  MA>rNER  POSSIBLE, 
REMAIN  COMMITTED  TO  THE  CONTINU'aTION  OF  THE  APPALACHL^N  REGIONAL 
COMMISSION. 

THANK  YOU,  ANT)  I  WOULD  BE  PLE.^ED  TO  TRY  TO  ANSWER  ANY  QUESTIONS 
YOU  KLAY  HAVE. 
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APPALACfflAN  REGIONAL  COMMISSION 

SUMMARY  OF  BUDGET  REQUESTS  AND  APPROPRIATION 

(thousands  of  dollars) 


Request  by  Activ^ 

1995 
Enacted 

1996 
Request 

Increase 

or 
Decrease 

Appalachian  Re2ional  Development  Program: 

A.  Area  Development  $78,100 

B.  LDD  Support  and  Technical  Assistance  5.300 
Subtotal  83,400 

C.  Highways  195.000 
Total  Approprijitions  278,400 

Salaries  and  Expenses; 

A.  Federal  Co-Chairman  &  Inspector  General  $1,200 

B.  Federal  Share  of  Commission  Expenses  2.400 
Total  Appropriations  3,600 

GRAND  TOTAL  $282,000 


$84,055 

$f  5,955 

5,300 

-0- 

89,355 

+5,955 

90,000 

-105.000 

179,355 

-99.045 

$1,245 

+45 

2,400 

-0- 

3,645 

+45 

$183,000 

S-99,000 
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GENERAL  STATEMENT  AND  SUMMARY 


BUDGET  REQUEST 

The  Administration's  budget  request  for  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Program  for 
FY  19%  is  $183  million.  This  includes  $90  million  for  the  Appalachian  Development 
Highway  Program,  $89,355  million  for  the  non-highway  programs  of  the  Commission  and 
$3,645  million  for  the  salaries  and  expenses  requirements. 

The  request  for  $183  milUon  for  FY  1996  is  a  $4  million  decrease  in  the  amount  requested  by 
the  Administration  for  FY  1995,  and  a  reduction  of  $99  million  from  the  amount  £q)propriated 
for  FY  1995,  but  represents  a  level  of  activity  that  will  allow  the  Commission  to  operate  a 
viable  regional  economic  development  program  in  the  13  Appalachian  States. 

BUDGET  SUMMARY  BY  PROGRAM 

Highway  Program.  The  budget  request  for  the  Appalachian  Development  Highway  System  is 
$90  million.  This  includes  $87.4  million  for  corridors,  $1  million  for  access  roads  and  $1.6 
million  for  administering  the  program.  It  is  expected  that  by  the  close  of  1996,  a  total  of  2,360 
miles  of  the  3,025  miles  authorized  by  the  Congress  will  have  been  placed  under  construction, 
of  which  2,200  will  be  complete. 

Non-Highway  Prngram-s.  The  budget  request  for  Area  Development  non-highway  programs  is 
$89,355  million.  The  budget  request  anticipates  a  more  closely  balanced  use  of  the  Commission's 
non-highway  programs  with  equal  emphasis  on  human  and  physical  development  projects  and 
business  development.  Non-highway  program  funds  are  generally  allocated  to  the  States,  which 
have  broad  discretion  in  preparing  plans  and  programs  to  be  funded.  The  Federal  Co-Chairman's 
goals  for  the  program  are  as  follows.  Of  the  amount  requested,  $37,375  million  would  be  used 
for  physical  development  projects,  $26  miUion  would  be  used  for  human  development  projects, 
and  $20  milhon  would  be  used  for  business  development  projects.  A  total  of  $5.3  million  would 
be  used  to  continue  the  support  of  local  development  districts  and  the  region-wide  Commission 
programs  of  technical  assistance.  Federal  agencies  that  assist  in  administering  these  programs 
would  require  $680,000. 

Salaries  and  Expenses.  The  request  for  salaries  and  expenses,  which  provides  for  the  50-percent 
Federal  contribution  for  Commission  staff  and  the  full  cost  of  the  Federal  Co-Chairman's  staff, 
is  $3.6  million.  This  includes  $1,245  miUion  for  the  Federal  Co-Chairman's  staff,  including  the 
Office  of  the  Inspector  General,  and  $2.4  milUon  for  the  Federal  contribution  to  the  Commission's 
administrative  expenses.  The  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  requires  that  the  member 
States  and  the  Federal  government  each  contribute  50  percent  of  the  staff  costs. 

The  Commission's  administrative  budget  is  based  on  a  non-Federal  Conunission  staff  of  50 
positions  in  1996.  the  same  as  in  FY  1995.  The  positions  are  jointly  funded  by  the  13  States 
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and  a  Federal  appropriation,  and  with  the  use  of  prior-year  balances  will  provide  a  Commission 
administrative  budget  in  1996  of  $5,275  million. 

PROGRAM  OPERATION 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Conunission  is  a  unique  Federal-State  partnership  which  was 
established  by  Congress  in  1965  to  bring  some  396  counties  in  the  Appalachian  Region  into  the 
mainstream  of  the  American  economy.  The  Commission  was  established  as  a  partnership 
between  the  Federal  government  and  the  thirteen  member  States.  The  Federal  appropriation  is 
matched  on  an  average  of  3  to  1  by  state,  local  and  private  funds.  The  Federal  Co-Chairman  of 
the  Commission  -  appointed  by  the  President  and  confirmed  by  the  Senate  -  has  one-half  of  the 
votes  on  the  Conmiission  and  the  13  Governors  have  the  other  half.  No  policy  can  be  set  or  any 
money  spent  unless  the  Federal  representative  and  a  majority  of  the  Governors  reach  agreement. 
The  ARC  model  represents  neither  the  dictation  of  policy  from  Washington  nor  the  abdication 
of  policy  to  the  States.  Rather  it  is  a  true  collaboration. 

The  landmark  report  of  the  President's  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  (PARC)  in  1964  said 
of  Appalachia, 

Graphs  and  tables  can  hardly  relate  the  acutely  personal  story  of  a  child  in  a 
remote  valley,  his  horizon  of  opportunity  limited  to  the  enclosing  hills;  nor  the 
despair  of  his  father,  who,  idled  by  forces  beyond  his  control  and  seeing  no 
prospects  of  future  employment,  must  live  month  in  and  month  out  with  the  vision 
of  that  child  repeating  his  own  history. 

The  scope,  complexity,  and  pervasiveness  of  the  problems  facing  Appalachia  made  it  apparent 
in  1964  that  no  existing  organization,  process,  or  program  could  solve  them.  The  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  of  1965  established  the  Appalachian  Regional  Conunission  as  an 
innovative  and  unique  Federal-State  partnership  to  help  Appalachia  achieve  a  better  share  of 
national  prosperity.  The  mission  for  the  new  agency  was  broad,  befitting  the  problems  in  the 
Region:  "to  assist  the  Region  in  meeting  its  special  problems,  to  promote  its  economic 
development,  and  to  establish  a  framework  for  joint  Federal  and  State  efforts  toward  providing 
the  basic  facilities  essential  to  its  growth."  Funds  appropriated  for  Commission  programs  could 
be  used  flexibly  for  comprehensive  purposes  —  from  highway  corridors  to  health  clinics  —  and 
could  specifically  supplement  and  extend  grant  funds  provided  by  other  Federal  agencies. 

The  structure  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Conunission  was  designed  to  ensure  Federal,  State, 
and  local  cooperation  to  address  the  needs  of  the  Region.  The  Region  was  defined  as  all  of  West 
Virginia  and  parts  of  twelve  other  states-Alabama,  Georgia,  Kentucky,  Maryland,  Mississippi, 
New  Yoiic,  North  Carolina,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania,  South  Carolina,  Tennessee,  and  Virginia—an  area 
of  195,000  square  miles  and  about  21  million  people. 

Targeted  assistance  to  the  Region  first  helped  to  build  or  renovate  its  basic  facilities  such  as 
schools,  clinics  and  hospitals,  industrial  sites,  and  libraries;  and  to  strengthen  its  transportation 
infrastructure  of  airports,  short  line  railroads,  and  highways.    Some  of  the  Commission  area 
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development  programs  were  widely  recognized  as  national  models  for  development,  particularly 
its  pioneering  efforts  in  rural  primary  medical  care  that  largely  eradicated  the  most  severe  health 
problems  of  Appalachia.  The  Commission  then  looked  to  the  future.  Today,  telecommunications 
and  other  technologies  are  essential  elements  of  infrastructure  for  a  Region  that  must  survive  in 
a  global  economic  environment.  The  implications  are  profound  for  all  Commission  programs: 
for  the  first  time  in  history,  a  New  York  or  Tokyo  business  can  operate  from  or  to  an 
Appalachian  hollow. 

Guiding  Principles.  The  major  principles  guiding  the  Commission's  area  development  programs 


•  Provide  ongoing  special  assistance  to  the  Region's  most  distressed  counties,  and 
limited  assistance  in  counties  which  are  achieving  economic  parity  with  the  rest 
of  the  United  States; 

•  Address  the  physical  infrastructure,  business  development,  and  human  resource 
development  needs  of  the  Region; 

•  Help  State  and  local  governments  build  or  sustain  conditions  for  economic 
development,  support  local  development  districts,  and  assist  institutional 
arrangements  that  improve  government  operations; 

•  Continuously  improve  the  delivery  of  services  to  the  people  of  Appalachia  by 
process  re-design,  benchmarking,  and  information  technology;  and 

•  Develop  and  maintain  strategic  alliances  with  Federal  and  State  government 
agencies  and  private  entities  to  foster  more  productive  use  of  Federal  resources. 

Strategy  Deployment.  The  approach  of  ARC's  30th  anniversary  year  (1995)  signals  the  need 
for  careful  re-examination  of  the  Commission's  goals  and  operating  procedures,  because  dramatic 
changes  have  taken  place  in  Appalachia  since  1965.  The  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act 
of  1965  foresaw  the  need  for  constant  re-direction  of  ARC  programs  to  keep  pace  with  change. 
The  Act  also  called  for  public  participation  in  the  re-alignment  process  and  for  the  convening  of 
regional  forums  to  identify  pressing  needs  and  emerging  issues.  A  framework  for  a  management 
strategy  based  on  the  principle  of  participatory  democracy  -  the  same  process  that  has  emerged 
over  the  past  decade  in  many  public  and  private  organizations  —  was  embodied  in  this  farsighted 
legislation. 

The  decision-making  and  program  development  process  has  always  been  significant  in  the 
interaction  between  ARC  and  its  State  and  local  partners,  but  it  has  never  been  formally 
recognized  as  a  program  strategy.  As  part  of  the  observance  of  its  anniversary,  the  Commission 
has  embarked  on  a  strategic  planning  process  to  achieve  consensus  on  a  vision  for  future 
direction.  ARC's  State  partners,  local  governments,  public  and  private  entities  with  a  stake  in 
Appalachia's  well-being,  and  the  people  of  the  Region  will  all  participate.  This  process  will  chart 
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ARC'S  future  course,  and  it  will  also  define  the  full  scope  of  managerial  and  front-line  strategies 
needed  to  support  excellence  in  ARC  "customer  service." 

Procedures.  The  Commission  will  make  allocations  of  appropriated  funds  among  the  1 3  States 
for  each  of  the  three  major  programs:  highways,  area  development,  and  local  development 
districts.  Within  the  area  development  program,  a  special  allocation  is  made  to  nine  States  for 
basic  services  projects  in  designated  distressed  counties. 

Regional  initiatives,  which  anticipate  special  opportunities  for  development  in  the  Region,  are 
also  funded  out  of  the  Area  Development  Program.  Previous  initiatives  have  included  tourism, 
industrial  competitiveness,  leadership  development,  and  strategic  planning.  The  Commission 
anticipates  that  emphasis  in  FY  1996  will  be  placed  on  three  major  initiatives  which  are  crucial 
to  development  of  the  Region:  (1)  internationalization  of  the  economy  and  its  implications  for 
Appalachia;  (2)  telecommunications;  and,  (3)  leadership  and  civic  development.  The  Commission 
programmed  $6.2  million  for  these  three  initiatives  in  FY  1995. 

Within  the  State  allocations,  each  Governor  will  submit  for  approval  specific  projects  which 
usually  have  been  developed  in  cooperation  with  the  multi-county  local  development  districts. 
The  projects  are  included  in  the  annual  State  development  plans  and  investment  programs  which 
must  be  approved  at  a  Governors'  Quorum  Meeting  of  the  Commission,  with  the  Federal  Co- 
Chairman  representing  the  national  interest  in  the  Commission's  deliberations  and  decisions.  By 
this  blending  of  States'  concerns  and  priorities  with  national  policy,  the  Commission  makes  the 
joint  decisions  and  determinations  that  constitute  its  regional  development  program. 

The  Commission  has  adopted  certain  funding  hmitations  that  apply  in  addition  to  applicable 
statutory  requirements.  In  the  distressed  counties  program,  ARC  can  cover  80  percent  of  project 
costs.  The  majority  of  the  Region's  counties  are  limited  to  50-percent  funding,  except  for  human 
development  projects.  To  encourage  participation  in  human  development,  any  of  the  Region's 
counties  can  receive  up  to  80  percent  of  the  cost  for  qualifying  projects. 

From  its  inception,  participation  in  ARC's  unique  program  has  been  characterized  by  mutual 
respect  and  bipartisanship  among  Commission  members  and  a  recognition  that  each  member  has 
a  vital  role  to  play  in  ensuring  the  integrity  of  the  process.  Thus,  the  Commission  has  had  the 
flexibility  to  respond  quickly  and  effectively  to  a  wide  variety  of  economic  development  issues. 
While  much  remains  to  be  done,  the  ARC  process  has  been  a  key  factor  in  enhanced  economic 
growth  and  improved  quality  of  life  throughout  the  Region. 

The  following  tables  compare,  by  subprogram,  the  FY  1996  request  with  the  FY  1995 
appropriation. 


119 


FY  1996  BUDGET  REQUEST  BY  SUBPROGRAM 
(thousands  of  dollars) 


1995 
Enacted 

1996 
Reauest 

Increase  or 
Decrease 

I.        Appalachian  Regional  Development  Programs 

A.  Highway  Program: 

1.  Development  Highways 

2.  Access  Roads 

3.  Administration  and  Planning 

Subtotal,  Highways 

B.  Area  Development  Programs: 


$191,600 
1,800 
1.600 

$195,000 


$  87,400 
1,000 
1.600 

$90,000 


$-104,200 

-800 

0 

$-105,000 


Area  Development: 

(a)  Physical  Development 

(b)  Human  Development 

(c)  Business  Development 

(d)  Federal  Agency  Administration 
LDD  Support 

Technical  Assistance 


Subtotal,  Area  Development  Program 
Subtotal,  Development  Programs 
Salaries  and  Expenses 

A.  Federal  Co-Chairman's  Office  and 
Office  of  Insp>ector  General 

B.  Federal  Share  of  Administrative 
Expenses 

Subtotal,  Salaries  and  Expenses 

GRAND  TOTAL 


$45,189 

$  37,375 

$-7,814 

23,216 

26,000 

+2,784 

9,000 

20,000 

-t-1 1,000 

695 

680 

-15 

4,400 

4,400 

0 

900 

900 

0 

$83,400 

$89,355 

$+5,955 

$278,400 

$179,355 

$-99,045 

$1,200        $    1.245 


2.400 
$  3.600 
$282,000 


2.400 
$  3.645 
$183,000 


$+45 

0 

$+45 


$-99,000 
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TOTAL  OPERATING  BUDGET 


(Thousands  of  dolbrs) 


1994 
Actual 


1995  19% 

Enacted      Estimate 


1.  Appropriations: 

Appalachian  Regional  Dev.  Program 
Siilaries  and  Expenses 
Total  Appropriation 

2.  Other  Funding  Sources: 

States  Contribution  to 
Commission  Admin.  Expense 
States'  Washington  Office 
Repayment  of  Housing  Lx>ans 
Recovery  of  Prior  Year  Obligations 
Total,  Other  Funding 

3.  Use  of  Prior  Year  Funds: 

A.  Unobligated  Balances 
Brought  Forward: 


245.616        278,400         179^55 

3.384  3.600  3.645 

249.000        282,000         183,000 


2,282 
290 

2,400 
310 

2,400 
310 

5,495 
8,067 

2,710 

2,710 

Appropriations: 

Approved,  not  obligated 

19369 

49,484 

Unobligated  Highway  commitments 

23393 

33,846 

Other  Balances 

20,231 

15,718 

Other  Funds 

1,029 

1,006 

668 

Subtotals 

64,022 

100,054 

668 

B.  Unobligated  Balances 

Carried  Forward: 

Appropriations: 

Approved,  not  obligated 

-49,484 

Unobligated  Highway  conunitments 

-33,846 

Other  Balances 

-15,718 

Other  Funds 

-1,006 

-668 

-193 

Subtotals 

-100,054 

-668 

-193 

C.  Unobligated  Balances  Used 

-36,032 

99386 

475 

4.  Total  Obligations,  Gross 

221,035 

384,096 

186,185 
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REGIONAL  ECONOMIC  fflGHLIGHTS 


Appalachia,  as  defined  in  law,  is  a  diverse  region  extending  over  a  thousand  miles  from  the 
southern  tier  of  New  York  to  northeast  Mississippi.  Altogether,  it  includes  399  counties 
comprising  West  Virginia  and  parts  of  twelve  other  States,  and  it  is  home  to  about  21  million 
people.  To  appreciate  the  diversity  of  the  area,  it  is  usefiil  to  think  of  Appalachia  in  terms  of 
three  subregions:  Northern  Appalachia,  with  its  mature  industrial  base;  Central  Appalachia, 
long  dominated  economically  by  its  coalfields;  and  Southern  Appalachia,  influenced  by  its 
nearby  urban  centers  which  have  been  powerful  engines  of  growth. 

Each  subregion  has  distinct  socioeconomic  and  geographic  features.  While  regional 
developments  since  the  begirming  of  the  program  in  1965  have  diminished  some  of  the 
differences  among  them,  national  and  international  changes  have  affected  each  subregion 
differently.  Moreover,  the  90  metropolitan  counties  of  the  Region  have  generally  fared  far 
better  than  its  309  rural  counties.  Some  deep-seated  problems  of  the  Region  have  been 
addressed  with  considerable  success,  but  other  challenges  remain. 


Increased  global  competition  and 
technological  change  have  resulted  in 
significant  restructuring  of  the  industries  that 
have  employed  Appalachians  in  the  past  and 
the  ones  that  will  provide  their  livelihood  in 
the  future.  As  a  whole,  the  Region  emerged 
from  the  1980s  nearly  matching  national 
average  levels  of  growth  in  some  industries, 
such  as  services  and  retail  trade.  E>eclines  in 
manufacturing  and  mining  sectors,  however, 
have  disproportionately  and  severely  affected 
much  of  the  Region,  especially  where  local 
rural  economies  had  been  or  continue  to  be 
dominated  by  a  few  large  establishments. 


Appalachian  Employment  Change  1980-91 

Major  County  BusinA«s  Panama  Sactore 


Fm  .  Ina.,  Realty 
Wlwtoaala  Twto 


Mining 
Manufacturing 


200     400     600     800    1.000 
Thouaanda 


The  frailty  in  the  regional  economy  was  reflected  in  higher  than  average  unemployment  rates 
throughout  the  1980s  and  during  the  recession  in  the  early  1990s.  Regional  aggregate 
unemployment  has  improved  but  continues  to  exceed  the  national  average.  While  this 
differential  has  shrunk  during  1994,  the  current  level  of  Appalachian  unemployment  continues 
to  exceed  the  national  average.  The  region  substantially  closed  the  gap  with  the  rest  of  the  nation 
on  infant  mortality  and  some  education  measures,  but  the  1990  Census  revealed  a  pattern  of 
deepening  poverty:  during  the  1980s,  the  percentage  of  Americans  living  in  poverty  rose  to  13.1 
percent,  but  by  1990  the  percentage  in  Appalachia  had  jumped  even  higher  to  15.2  percent. 


Economic  changes  in  the  Region  were  also  reflected  in  its  sluggish  population  growth.  Whereas 
the  nation's  population  grew  by  4.2  percent  between  1980  and  1990,  the  Region's  grew  by  a  scant 
1.6  percent.    During  the  1980s  the  lack  of  economic  opportunity  fueled  net  out-migration  of 
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448,317  individuals.  Hence,  it  is  also  not  suiprising  that  as  of  1990  the  percentage  of  younger 
working-age  adults  (18-44)  and  children  in  Appalachia  stood  well  below  the  national  average. 

Per  C2q)ita  income  growth  in  the  Region  was  strong  during  the  1970s,  when  the  Region  began  to 
close  the  gap  with  the  rest  of  the  country  and  improved  from  80.3  to  peak  at  83.4  percent  of  the 
national  average  in  1977.  During  the  1980s,  however,  the  Region  slipped  further  behind  as 
income  in  some  other  sections  of  the  country  grew  rapidly.  Between  1980  and  1990,  relative 
income  declined  from  82.6  to  82. 1  percent  of  the  national  average. 

In  spite  of  lagging  growth  in  income  levels  and  out-migration,  the  Region's  educational 
attainment  levels  have  improved  remarkably.  For  the  first  time,  the  percentage  of  people  aged 
18  to  24  who  have  completed  12  or  more  years  of  schooling  is  slightly  higher  in  Appalachia  (77 
percent)  than  in  the  United  States  (76  percent).  However,  considerable  educational  deficits 
remain  in  some  state  parts,  and  particularly  throughout  much  of  Central  Appalachia  where  the 
average  high  school  completion  rate  for  youth  18  to  24  years  old  is  only  68  percent. 
Furthermore,  only  68.4  percent  of  Appalachian  adults  aged  25  years  and  older  are  high  school 
graduates  compared  with  75.2  percent  for  the  US. 

A  Region  of  Contrasts 

Despite  general  improvements  in  the  Region,  the  rural  counties  of  Central  and  Southern 
Appalachia,  and  to  a  lesser  extent  the  rural  areas  of  the  Northern  part  of  the  Region,  have  fared 
far  less  well  than  metropolitan  parts  of  Appalachia.  For  example,  adult  high  school  completion 
rates  are  at  the  national  average  for  metropolitan  counties  of  northern  Appalachian,  but  are  still 
only  59.4  percent  for  rural  Southern  Appalachia  and  only  51.7  percent  for  rural  Central 
Appalachia. 

P&verty  rates  range  similarly  from  sUghtly  lower  than  the  national  average  in  metropolitan 
counties  of  the  north  and  south  to  worse  than  average  high  levels  of  about  16  percent  or  more 
in  riiral  areas  of  the  north  and  south  and  almost  27  percent  in  rural  Central  Appalachia.  Over 
20  percent  of  the  youth  in  northern  and  southern  rural  areas  are  growing  up  in  poverty,  and  an 
even  higher  34  percent  of  youth  in  Central  Appalachia  live  in  poverty. 

An  examination  of  per  capita  income  growth  for  rural  and  metropolitan  counties  of  each  of  the 
subregions  highlights  the  contrasts  in  the  Region.  Across  the  Region  as  a  whole,  rural 
Appalachia  is  poorer  than  the  rest  of  rural  America,  and  metropolitan  Appalachia  is  poorer  than 
the  rest  of  metropolitan  America.  In  rural  Northern  Appalachia,  per  capita  incomes  have  lost 
ground  relative  to  the  national  average,  while  metro  areas  have  gained  slightly.  In  Southern 
Appalachia,  rural  areas  have  gained  steadily  but  slowly  to  about  74  percent  of  the  U.S.  average, 
and  metropolitan  areas  have  gained  to  almost  the  levels  of  northern  urban  centers.  In  Central 
Appalachia,  strong  gains  in  the  1970s  were  largely  lost  in  the  1980s,  so  that   rural  counties  of 
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Per  Capita  Income  As  Percent  of  U.S.  Average 

For  Metro  and  Rural  Counties  of  Subregions 
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that  subregion  have 
not  yet  reached  67 
percent  of  the 
national  average. 

The  October,  1994 

unemployment  rates 

show      persistent 

problems     in     the 

poorest    and    more 

rural      areas      of 

Appalachia.    While 

the      national 

unemployment  rate 

was  5.4  percent,  the 

rate  for  the  highly 

rural      Central 

Appalachian    areas 

of     Virginia     and 

West  Virginia  stood 

at     10.2    and    9.5 

percent  respectively,  almost  double  the  national  rate.    On  average.  Southern  Appalachia    had 

better-than-average  unemployment  rates  because  of  the  strength  of  its  metropolitan  centers. 

Northern    Appalachia    averaged    slightly    above    the    national    average,    with    6.1    percent 

unemployment. 

The  attached  maps  illustrate  the  geographic  concentrations  of  high  poverty,  unemployment,  low 
income,  and  net  migration  across  the  Region.  The  most  severe  problems  are  concentrated  in  the 
rural  central  part  of  the  Region,  although  the  area  with  the  worst  problems  has  shifted  somewhat 
over  time  and  become  smaller.  Portions  of  Appalachian  Ohio,  particularly  the  southeastern  coal 
area  and  declining  industrialized  Ohio  River  Valley  area,  now  exhibit  a  level  of  distress  similar 
to  that  traditionally  observed  in  Central  Appalachia.  On  the  other  hand,  Appalachian  Tennessee, 
once  including  some  of  the  Region's  poorest  areas,  is  now  more  economically  diverse.  Similarly, 
parts  of  southwestern  Appalachian  Kentucky  are  showing  population  growth,  immigration,  and 
new  jobs  in  textiles,  ^parei,  wood  and  food  products  and  industrial  machinery.  Most  of  Central 
Appalachia,  however,  continues  to  face  the  most  severe  economic  development  problems. 

Implications  for  Development 

The  differences  in  social  and  economic  indicators  between  rural  and  metropolitan  areas  and 
across  the  subregions  reflect  the  changes  in  local  economies  and  call  for  different  strategies  to 
encourage  self-sustained  development  in  the  future. 
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The  northern  subregion,  including  parts  of  Maryland,  New  York,  Pennsylvania,  Ohio,  and  West 
Virginia  have  had  the  highest  incomes,  urbanization,  education  levels,  and  concentration  of 
manufacturing  employment  in  the  Region.  However,  by  the  late  1970s  it  was  clear  that  problems 
of  rising  unemployment,  outmigration,  and  obsolescent  infrastructure  were  threatening  its 
traditional  strengths. 

In  1965,  Southern  Appalachia  was  a  mix  of  urban  and  rural,  with  manufacturing  providing  an 
increasing  share  of  employment.  From  its  base  of  textiles,  apparel,  food,  lumber  and  furniture, 
and  tobacco  products,  the  subregion's  manufacturing  sector  has  substantially  diversified. 
Diversification  has  been  aided  by  the  auto  industry  locating  new  plants  in  and  around  Southern 
Appalachia.  The  most  important  influence  of  all,  however,  has  been  the  phenomenal  growth  of 
several  strong  urban  areas  in  or  just  outside  the  fringes  of  the  Region.  Much  of  the  rural  south 
has  not  shared  this  prosperity,  however. 

The  60-county  area  consisting  of  parts  of  Kentucky,  Virginia,  West  Virginia,  and  Tennessee,  that 
comprises  Central  Appalachia  continues  to  face  long-standing  problems  of  isolation,  human 
development  deficits,  and  job  declines  in  mining.  It  has  little  capacity  to  undertake  development 
of  sufBcient  human  and  physical  infrastructure  to  sustain  healthy  and  stable  local  economies. 
Much  of  the  subregion  never  recovered  after  the  1982-83  recession,  and  it  still  experiences 
extraordinarily  high  poverty  rates. 

This  diversity  of  the  Region  amply  demonstrates  the  need  for  flexibility  in  programs  supporting 
regional  development.  There  are  three  kinds  of  communities  that  can  be  defmed  from  an 
economic  development  perspective: 

•  areas,  largely  in  the  Northern  subregion,  that  experience  cycUcal  problems; 

•  areas  where  local  economies  are  suffering  from  structural  shifts  in  traditional 
industries;  and 

•  underdeveloped  and  severely  economically  distressed  areas  that  have  Uttle  or  no 
capacity  for  sustained  economic  development  on  their  own,  and  which  are 
relatively  unable  to  deal  with  change. 

The  emphasis  for  future  development  of  the  Region  does  not  depend  primarily  on  the  kinds  of 
industrial  recruitment  activities  that  have  characterized  many  programs  in  the  past.  Rather  than 
seeking  short-term  growth,  the  emphasis  needs  to  be  on  providing  the  means  for  increasing  local 
entrepreneurial  activity  and  locally-grown  businesses;  on  assuring  an  adequate  human  resource 
base  to  become  globally  competitive  and  able  to  adjust  to  change;  and  on  building  the  physical 
infrastructure  that  is  required  to  sustain  and  create  economic  opportunities.  The  Commission's 
programs  therefore  appropriately  stress  use  of  all  available  resources  to  improve  educational  and 
training  systems,  expanding  business  development  support  and  technological  capacity,  and 
addressing  the  need  to  assure  that  the  Region  is  not  by-passed  by  the  telecommunications 
"highways  of  the  future"  as  it  was  by  the  roads  of  the  past.  Other  areas  of  concern  need  to  the 
expanding  access  to  credit  and  capital  for  emerging  businesses  and  creating  new  international  ties 
for  Appalachian  producers.   Success  will  depend  in  part  on  continuing  to  develop  the  capacity 
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of  local  leaders  to  understand  the  implications  of  the  globalization  of  the  economy,  and  to  be  able 
to  facilitate  future  economic  development  planning  efforts. 

In  the  most  distressed  and  f)oor  areas  of  the  Region  that  have  always  had  the  least  prospects  for 
growth,  regional  development  does  not  always  mean  a  growth  scenario  in  traditional  economic 
development  terms.  A  development  priority  for  these  areas  is  to  assure  that  people  and 
communities  have  increased  potential  for  participation  in  the  mainstream.  Long  range 
investments  must  be  made  to  assure  access  to  basic  human  services  to  achieve  that  goal. 
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APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  fflGHWAY  SYSTEM 


(thousands  of  dollars) 

1994 

1995 

1996 

Increase  or 

Actual 

Enacted 

Request 

Decrease 

Appropriation 

$152,327 

$195,000 

$90,000 

$-105,000 

Obligations 

$141,788 

$236,879 

$90,000 

$-146,879 

BUDGET  REQUEST 

The  amount  of  $90  million  is  requested  to  provide  for  continued  progress  on  the  Appalachian 
Development  Highway  plan.  The  funds  for  1996  would  be  used  to  assist  the  Appalachian  States 
in  contracting  for  construction,  right-of-way  purchase,  and  engineering  of  a  portion  of  some  749 
miles  remaining  for  construction  as  of  September  30,  1994.  At  that  date,  2,276  of  the  3,025 
miles  authorized  by  the  Congress  for  the  system  had  been  contracted  for  construction,  of  which 
2,107  miles  had  been  completed  and  open  to  traffic. 

Six  corridors  are  currently  completed.  They  are  "I"  in  Kentucky  from  Whitesburg  to  Winchester 
(126.2  miles);  "L"  in  West  Virginia  from  Beckley  to  Sutton  (West  Virginia  is  constructing  four- 
lane  sections  initially  completed  as  two  lanes)  (69.7  miles);  "R"  in  Kentucky  from  Compton  to 
Prestonsburg  (Kentucky  Mountain  Parkway,  an  existing  route);  "B-1"  from  Greenup,  Kentucky 
to  Portsmouth,  Ohio  (12.6  miles);  Corridor  "P"  from  Mackeyville  to  Milton,  Pennsylvania  (60 
miles);  and  Corridor  "E"  from  Morgantown,  West  Virginia  to  Hancock,  Maryland  (1 12.4  miles). 

The  current  short-term  priority  plan  would  be  to  complete  Corridor  "G"  from  Pikeville,  Kentucky 
to  Charleston,  West  Virginia  (106.8  miles);  Corridor  "N"  from  Corridor  "E"  in  Maryland  to 
Ebensbiu-g,  Pennsylvania  (68.1  miles);  Corridor  "W"  from  Greenville,  South  Carolina  to 
Hendersonville,  North  Carolina  (39.7  miles);  and  Corridor  "X"  in  Alabama  and  Mississippi  ( 109. 1 
miles).  In  addition.  Corridor  "D"  from  Cincinnati,  Ohio  to  Bridgeport,  West  Virginia  would  be 
98  percent  complete  (25 1 .6  miles)  and  Corridor  "T"  from  Erie,  Pennsylvania  to  Binghamton,  New 
York  (253.8  miles)  will  be  about  96  percent  complete,  with  the  remaining  portions  consisting  of 
four-lane  highways. 

Although  Corridor  "B"  would  be  only  84  percent  complete  from  its  termini  at  Asheville,  North 
Carolina  to  Portsmouth,  Ohio  (302  miles),  those  portions  of  Corridor  "B"  in  Kentucky  and 
Virginia  would  be  complete.  Tennessee  has  started  construction  on  its  remaining  sections  of 
Corridor  B,  and  will  be  finished  in  1996.  The  North  Carolina  sections  of  the  corridor  will  not 
be  completed  until  1998. 

The  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of  1991  (ISTEA)  affects  a  number  of  the 
Appalachian  Highway  Corridors.  A  majority  of  the  corridor  mileage  (both  completed  and 
uncompleted)  has  been  placed  on  the  National  Highway  System  (NHS).  An  estimated  308  miles 
(10.2  percent)  of  the  ADHS  are  not  on  the  designated  national  system.  These  miles  on  the  NHS 
qualify  for  regular  highway  funds.  Several  states  have  already  started  to  combine  funding  from 
NHS  and  ADHS  to  implement  corridor  construction.  ISTEA  also  provided  funding  to  specific 
ADHS  corridors  under  various  demonstration  and  special  sections  of  the  Act.   Through  FY  95 
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the  amount  of  this  funding  is  $643.3  million.  In  addition.  Section  1069(Y)  of  ISTEA  states  that 
"there  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessaiy  for  projects  involving 
construction  of,  and  improvements  to,  corridors  of  the  Appalachian  Development  Highway 
System".  Projects  to  improve  and  upgrade  Route  219  from  Springville,  New  Yorit,  to  the 
Pennsylvania  border  were  also  made  eligible  for  funding  under  the  Appalachian  Development 
Highway  program.  However,  no  additional  mileage  was  authorized  in  ISTEA  to  accommodate 
this  last  provision. 

BUDGET  AND  PROGRAM  COMFARATFVE  DATA 

The  development  highway  program  includes  three  sub-programs.  Development  Highways,  Access 
Roads,  and  Administration  and  Special  Planning,  with  funding  as  follows: 

Cumulative  Obligations 

(millions  of  dollars) 


Thru  1994            Thni  1995            Thru  1996 
Actual                 Estimate                  Reouest 

Development  Highways 

Access  Roads 

AdministratioD  &  Special  Planning 

Total 

$3,859.3              $4,050.9                 $4,138.3 

216.2                   218.0                      219.0 

?7.8                     ?9.4                        41.0 

$4113.3              K308.3                 $4,398.3 

Annual  Obligation  Amounts 

(thousands  of  doUars) 

Development  Highways 

Access  Roads 

Administration  &  Special  Plaiming 

-  Subtotal,  Net 

From  prior  year  balance 

Appropriations 


1994 
Enacted 

$134,080 
6.155 
1.553 

$141,788 
■>■  10.539 

$152,327 


1995 
Enacted 

$233,479 
1.800 
1.600 

$236,879 
-41.879 

$195,000 


1996 
Estimate 

$87,400 
1,000 
1.600 

$90,000 


Increase  or 
Decrease 


-$146,079 
-800 


-$146,879 
■k4  1.879 


$  90.000         -$105,000 


Development  Highways.  Highway  programs  generally  measure  their  accomplishments  in  terms 
of  miles  completed  or  placed  under  construction.  In  these  terms,  the  program  has  placed  under 
construction  or  partial  construction  2,276  of  the  3,025  mile  development  corridor  system.  The 
mileage  summary  by  state  is  shown  on  page  20.  As  with  many  other  programs,  the  number  of 
miles  constructed  for  a  given  number  of  dollars  has  decreased  sharply  since  the  program  was 
initially  authorized  due  to  inflation  and  revised  standards. 

The  proposed  funding  would  finance  a  program  which,  by  September  30,  1996,  is  anticipated  to 
result  in  a  total  of  2,360  development  highway  miles  and  915  access  road  miles  either  contracted 
for  construction  or  already  completed.  Adding  the  additional  mileage  for  which  right-of-way 
acquisition  will  have  been  obligated,  there  will  be  at  the  close  of  FY  1996  an  estimated  total  of 
2,525  development  highway  miles  with  obligation  commitments.  The  following  table  sununarizes 
the  current  and  projected  status  of  highway  mileage  construction  as  compared  with  the  maximum 
mileage  now  authorized  under  the  Appalachian  Act. 
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Appalachian  Development  Highway  System 
Status  as  of  September  30, 1994 


Miles  in 

Cumulative 

Miles  Est. 

MUes  EsL 

Cateeorv 
2.106.5 

Miles* 
2.106.5 

% 

Sept.  1995* 
2,160.0 

Sepi 

t.  1996* 

CoDstiuction  completed 

69.6 

2,200.0 

Construction  underway 

169.0 

2.275.5 

75.2 

2.315.0 

2,360.0 

ROW  in  process 

396.6 

2.425.3 

80.2 

2,475.0 

2.525.0 

Design  begun 

304.1 

2.976.2 

98.4 

3,000.0 

3.025.0 

Total  eligible  for 

construction 

3.025.0 

100.0 

3,025.0 

3.025.0 

Total  authorized  by  Congress  3,025.0 

'Includes  mileage  funded  under  other  Federal  programs. 


3,025.0 


3,025.0 


Development  Highway  Program  Background.  One  of  the  major  factors  which  contributed  to 
Appalachia's  relative  economic  stagnation  was  its  isolation.  This  isolation  resulted  primarily  from 
the  difficulties  of  transport  in  a  rugged  region.  Roads  have  been  expensive  to  build  and,  as  a 
result,  roads  were  built  to  "follow  the  topography"  in  order  to  minimize  costs.  Consequently, 
major  national  transportation  arteries  were  built  to  bypass  Appaljichia  rather  than  go  through  it. 
Thus,  what  evolved  in  Appalachia  was  a  system  of  narrow  winding  roads  following  stream 
valleys  and  troughs  between  the  mountains.  The  resulting  system,  characterized  by  low  travel 
speeds,  long  travel  distances  due  to  the  winding  roadway  pattern,  unsafe  roads  built  to  poor 
design  standards,  short  sight  distances,  and  extremely  high  construction  costs,  profoundly 
discouraged  commerce  and  industrial  development.  With  the  exception  of  some  communities 
located  on  major  east-west  routes,  most  Appalachian  communities  were  not  able  to  compete  for 
large  employers  due  to  poor  access  to  national  markets  and  because  conunutation  was  so  difficult 
that  the  size  of  available  labor  pools  was  severely  limited  by  the  transport  system  itself. 

In  response  to  these  conditions.  Congress  in  1965  authorized  construction  of  the  Appalachian 
Development  Highway  System  to  connect  major  Federal  highway  arteries  and  open  areas  of 
dense  population  ignored  by  interstate  routes.  The  Act  authorized  "construction  of  an 
Appalachian  Development  Highway  System  serving  the  Appalachian  Region  which,  in 
conjunction  with  the  interstate  system  and  other  federal-Jiid-highways  in  the  Region,  will  provide 
a  highway  system  which  will  open  up  an  area  or  areas  with  a  developmental  potential  where 
commerce  and  communication  have  been  inhibited  by  lack  of  adequate  access." 

Construction  of  the  Appalachian  system,  complementary  to  the  interstate  routes  previously 
authorized  by  the  Congress,  is  a  key  to  an  accelerated  rate  of  economic  growth  in  the  Region. 
The  designated  system  serves  to  encourage  the  location  of  new  industrial  and  commercial 
enterprises  in  the  Region.  Of  equal  significance  is  the  fact  that  many  of  these  highways  facilitate 
commutation  from  rural  but  heavily  populated  areas  to  jobs  in  the  major  commimities  and  cities. 

Within  the  authorizations  provided  by  the  Congress,  the  Conunission  provided  planning 
allocations  to  each  State  in  both  the  development  highway  and  access  road  programs  in  advance 
of  the  appropriation.  With  this  advance  notice  of  the  approximate  amount  of  funds  which  will 
be  available.  States  are  better  able  to  plan  their  future  construction  needs  and  to  initiate,  at  an 
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earlier  time,  the  design  work  and  right-of-way  acquisition  necessary  before  construction  can 
begin.  The  following  table  summarizes  the  allocations  of  authorizations  by  the  major  highway 
subprograiTis,  dependent  upon  the  receipt  of  appropriations.  These  funds  are  further  allocated 
among  the  States,  but  can  be  adjusted  among  States  so  that  unused  allocations  may  be  utilized 
by  another  State  which  is  ready  to  proceed  with  construction.  The  Commission's  highway 
allocation  procedure  provides  incentives  for  States  to  more  rapidly  commit  their  highway  funds. 
Under  this  procedure,  as  much  as  30  percent  of  a  lagging  State's  annual  allocation  can  be 
transferred  without  repayment  to  others  who  are  in  a  position  to  commit  these  funds  on  their 
portion  of  the  Appalachia  highway  system.  This  aids  in  assuring  continued  progress  in  getting 
various  portions  of  the  system  underway. 

The  following  table  shows  cumulative  authorizations  and  allocations  through  1995,  along  with 
estimates  under  the  current  request: 

Authorization  and  Allocations 
(millicHTS  of  dollars) 


Thru  1994 

Thru  1995 

Thru  1996 

Estimate 

Estimate 

Request 

Cumulative  Authorization 

$4,407.6 

$4,6016 

$4,6916 

Less  Authorizations  Lapsing 

-2514 

-2514 

-2514 

Appropriations: 

Cumulative 

4,155.2 

4,350.2 

4,440^ 

Current  Year 

1513 

195.0 

90.0 

Allocations  by  Program:  (Cumulative) 

Development  Highways 

3,891.3 

4,083.1 

4,170.5 

Access  Roads 

225.1 

226.7 

227.7 

Administration  &  Special  Planning 

38.8 

40.4 

410 

TOTAL 


$4,155.2 


$4,350.2 


$4,440.2 


During  1992,  the  Commission  approved  the  preparation  of  a  revised  cost  estimate  for  convicting 
all  segments  of  the  Appalachian  Envelopment  Highway  System.  Individual  cost  estimates  are 
prepared  by  the  State  highway  agencies  in  accord  with  the  Federal  Highway  Administration's 
Manual  of  Procedures  and  Criteria,  consistent  with  the  format  of  prior  cost  estimates  of  the 
system  in  1966,  1972,  1976,  1979,  and  1987.  The  cost  estimates  have  been  completed  and  at  its 
Febniary  1993  meeting  the  Commission  adopted  the  new  cost  estimate  to  be  used  as  the  basis 
for  a  revised  allocation  formula  starting  in  FY  1994.  The  total  cost  estimate  for  completing  the 
system  is  $4.8  billion.  With  Commission  resources  alone,  at  the  current  level  of  appropriations, 
the  system  could  not  be  completed  in  the  foreseeable  future.  If  all  funding  from  all  other  sources 
were  continued  at  the  current  level,  it  is  possible  that   the  system  could  be  completed  in  2005. 

The  Commission  has  adopted  a  system  for  the  several  allocations  to  the  States  with  major 
principles  as  follows: 

•  In  order  to  provide  advance  notice  to  States  on  the  estimated  amount  of  funds  that 

might  then  be  available  to  the  Commission,  the  Commission  has,  after  each  new 
authorization,  allocated  funds  for  both  the  development  highway  and  access  road 
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programs  by  State  through  the  period  of  new  authorization.  Presently  these 
allocations,  based  upon  appropriations  to  date  and  the  Commission's  priority  plan, 
have  been  projected  through  FY  1995. 

•  Based  upon  actual  appropriations,  ARC  issues  final  allocations  at  the  beginning 
of  each  fiscal  year.  Each  State's  final  allocation  consists  of  two  portions:  a  base 
allocation  consisting  of  70  percent  of  the  total;  and  a  supplemental  allocation 
consisting  of  the  remaining  30  percent. 

•  To  assure  continued  progress  on  the  highway  system.  States  able  to  utilize  more 
than  their  total  allocation  are  permitted  to  do  so  if  other  States  are  not  able  to  use 
all  of  their  allocation. 

The  system  has  worked  well  in  encouraging  a  fast  pace  of  construction  among  the  States.  Over 
the  last  nine  years,  virtually  all  available  development  highway  corridor  appropriations  have  been 
obligated.  At  the  same  time,  highway  construction  prefinanced  by  the  States,  which  was 
nonexistent  in  1976,  rose  to  $117  million  in  1979,  $274  million  in  1988,  $211  million  in  1991, 
$219  million  at  the  close  of  1993,  and  $213  million  at  the  close  of  1994. 

Development  Highway  Program  Effects.  The  record  now  makes  clear  the  basic  importance  of 
the  highways  to  the  economic  development  of  the  Region.  Even  though  the  full  system  is  far 
from  complete,  the  Appalachian  Development  Highway  System  impacts  are  already  considerable: 

•  Industries  and  businesses  have  grown  along  the  highways; 

•  Enterprises  not  directly  along  the  highways  were  strengthened  by  the  dramatic 
opening  up  of  the  Region  by  the  highway  system; 

•  The   Appalachian   Development  Highway   System  is  a  vital   link  in   moving 
-  Appalachian  coal  and  other  products  to  domestic  and  foreign  markets;  and 

•  The  costs  and  difficulty  of  extending  health,  education,  and  other  services  in  the 
Region  were  reduced  by  the  highways. 

During  1981,  ARC  surveyed  the  13  Appalachian  States  and  the  68  local  development  districts 
in  Appalachia  to  assess  the  impact  of  the  highway  system.  The  surveys  provided  the  most 
accurate  count  ever  taken  of  the  industries  located  on  or  near  the  Appalachian  Development 
Highway  System  corridors.  The  surveys  showed  that  since  1965,  when  the  corridor  system  was 
first  announced,  182,700  jobs  had  been  created  in  801  manufacturing  plants  with  50  or  more 
employees  within  30  minutes  of  the  corridors.  Added  to  this  is  an  estimated  32,300  jobs  in 
smaller  plcints  for  a  total  of  215,000  jobs.  Standard  projections  of  one  service  job  created  for 
each  manufacturing  job  suggest  that  215,000  jobs  in  retail  trade,  commercial  establishments,  and 
various  services  have  been  opened  up  along  the  corridors,  for  a  total  of  over  430,000  jobs.  A 
1987  survey,  using  a  different  approach,  showed  that  between  1980  and  1986,  560,000  jobs  were 
created  in  the  Appalachian  counties  with  a  major  highway  compared  with  1 34,000  jobs  created 
in  counties  without  a  major  highway.  The  number  of  expanding  firms  was  also  greatest  (9,800) 
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in  counties  with  a  major  highway  compared  with  the  number  (3,000)  in  counties  without  a  major 
highway. 

Access  Roads.  The  Commission's  access  road  program  has  been  an  essential  ingredient  in  the 
Commission's  program  to  assist  economic  development  in  the  Region.  Unlike  the  development 
highway  program,  which  is  an  entire  system  planned  in  advance,  the  access  road  program 
consists  of  individual  projects  to  meet  specific  local  needs  separately  submitted  by  the  States  and 
individually  approved  by  the  Conunission.  Access  roads  are  projects  that  must  have  a 
demonstrable  economic  relevance  which  provide  essential  access  such  as  to  an  industrial  site  or 
park.  They  are  normally  two-lane  facilities  --  less  than  one  or  two  miles  or  a  bridge  ~  with 
Federal  assistance  of  up  to  80  percent  of  total  cost. 

The  Act  presently  authorizes  up  to  1,400  miles  of  access  roads.  About  1,030  miles  are  expected 
to  be  approved  through  FY  1996  with  about  $1  million  anticipated  for  obligation  in  FY  1996. 
The  last  general  allocation  for  the  program  was  made  in  FY  1987.  States  may  currently  shift  a 
limited  portion  of  their  Development  Highway  allocation  into  the  access  road  program,  (as  well 
as  for  area  development).  Nine  states  transferred  $1.6  million  for  access  roads  and  $7.1  for  area 
development  in  FY  1995. 

To  meet  requirements  in  several  States  for  special  access  roads  not  included  in  the  current  access 
road  allocations,  the  Conunission  had  authorized  a  limited  utilization  of  development  highway 
allocations  for  special  development  access  roads  to  be  individually  approved  by  the  Commission. 
To  be  eligit  le  for  approval,  a  development  access  road  was  to  meet  a  high  regional  priority,  such 
as  the  facilitation  of  energy  development  or  the  provision  of  service  to  multi-state  or  other 
development  projects  of  high  regional  significance,  and  possess  significant  prospects  for 
providing  high  "benefit-cost"  yields  in  terms  of  new  job  opportunities.  The  Commission  also 
authorized  States  needing  additional  authorization  to  receive  portions  of  authorizations  unused 
by  other  States.  States  receiving  authorization  must  fund  the  projects  from  their  own 
development  highway  allocations.  As  projects  were  approved,  the  allocations  were  transferred 
to  the  access  road  program  for  program  accounting. 

After  the  individual  access  road  projects  are  approved  by  the  Commission,  the  projects  are 
obligated  by  FHWA  when  the  State  or  local  govemment  is  authorized  to  proceed  with  the  work. 
Since  design  and  right-of-way  acquisition  precede  advertising  for  bids  for  actual  construction, 
there  is  a  considerable  time  lag  before  funds  are  obligated.  Through  September  30,  1994,  486 
projects  with  a  total  cost  of  $357  million  including  ARC  assistance  of  $221.1  million  had  been 
approved,  of  which  $216.2  milUon  had  been  obligated.  Some  873  miles  of  access  road  projects 
were  completed,  and  an  additional  18  miles  were  underway.  See  the  table  on  the  following  page. 
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Approved  Projects 
Obligated  Projects 
Annual  Obligations 


Access  Road  Approvals  and  Obligations 

(thousands  of  dollars) 


Thru 

September 
1994 
Actual 

Thru  1995 
Estimate 

Thru  1996 
Request 

$221,055 

$226,000 

$227,000 

$216,192 

$218,000 

$219,000 

$6,155 

$1,800 

$1,000 

Administrative  and  Other  Costs.  Administration  of  the  program  is  primarily  through  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration,  which  handles  the  details  of  the  construction  program.  For  this 
purpose,  the  program  finances  a  staff  of  17  persons,  primarily  in  the  field  offices  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration.  During  FY  1996,  administrative  costs  are  estimated  at  $1.6  million  of 
which  $1,475  million  provides  for  project  administration  of  the  program  in  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  and  $125,000  for  staff  and  computer  costs  at  ARC. 

The  attached  tables  contain  additional  data  for  the  Highway  program. 
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APPALACHIAN  DEVELOPMENT  HIGH\VAY  SYSTEM 
MILEAGE  SUMMARY 


CUMULATIVE  STATUS  AS  OF  SEPTEMBER  30, 1994 


$t»te 

Total 
Corridor 

Eligible 

for 

Construction 

Design 

completed  or 

underwav 

ROW  For 
Construction 
completed  or 
underway 

Construction 
completed/ 
underwav* 

Construction 
completed** 

AL 

244.4 

232.4 

23Z4 

211.9 

150.7 

115.0 

GA 

135.0 

128.8 

131.9 

101.5 

101.5 

101.5 

KY 

579.9 

431.7 

416.0 

389.5 

372.2 

355.9 

MD 

86.8 

83.2 

77.0 

77.0 

77.0 

77.0 

MS 

119.8 

116.8 

206.8 

115.2 

82.8 

73.5 

NfY 

255.3 

219.5 

1943 

204.1 

204.1 

2013 

NC 

206.3 

203.6 

1943 

158.3 

155.5 

151.9 

OH 

289.0 

201.6 

177.8 

164.0 

148.7 

146.0 

PA 

510.5 

454.4 

305.9 

241.6 

233.7 

217.8 

SC 

30.7 

22.9 

22.9 

16.8 

16.2 

16.2 

TN 

338.4 

327.8 

301.5 

28Z5 

276.2 

227.8 

VA 

202.0 

1913 

176.9 

159.2 

156.2 

150.7 

wv 

424.5 

4U.0 

311.9 

303.7 

300.7 

271.9 

TOTAL 

3,42Z6 

3,025.0 

2,67Z1 

2,425.3 

2,275.5 

2,106.5 

Estimated  Status:*** 

September 

30,1995 

2,900.0 

2,475.0 

2315.0 

2,160.0 

September 

30,19% 

2,930.0 

2,525.0 

2360.0 

2,200.0 

*    Includes  87  miles  of  construction  prefinanced  by  States. 
••    Includes  completicm  of  partially  constructed  segments,  e.g.,  two  lanes  paved.  Of  the  total  completed 

mileage  2,107  miles  have  been  opened  to  traffic. 
•**   Includes  miles  funded  under  other  Federal  programs. 
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APPALACHIAN  HIGHWAY  PRCXJRAM  OBLIGATION  NEEDS 
State  by  State  Summary 
(thousands  of  dollars) 


Development 

ObUgated 

Capabilities 

Obligations 

1996 

Highways 

thru  1994 

thru  1995 

thru  1995 

Estimate 

Alabama 

$275,629 

$358,645 

$320,566 

$328,301 

Georgia 

114,458 

151,516 

119,139 

123,639 

Kentucky 

557,447 

638,043 

579,447 

589,344 

Maryland 

148,539 

159,733 

150,282 

152,523 

Mississippi 

148,171 

164,708 

150,037 

152,435 

New  York 

299,782 

317,488 

304,127 

308,083 

North  Carolina 

180,393 

190.396 

188,192 

195,666 

Ohio 

142,630 

197,074 

149,170 

155,444 

Pennsylvania 

573,577 

589,892 

587,478 

601,713 

South  Carolina 

19,340 

25,695 

20,574 

21,786 

Tennessee 

380,059 

468,381 

393,671 

406,692 

Virginia 

150,720 

155,384 

154,268 

157,687 

West  Virginia 

861,179 

976,873 

975,812 

986,850 

Adjustments  and 

Slippage 

7,369 
$3,859,293 







Subtotal 

K393,828 

$4,092,763 

$4,180,163 

Access  Roads 

$216,192 

218,000 

218,000 

219,000 

FHWA-Admin.-Misc 

37,791 

39,391 

39,391 

40,991 

TOTAL 

$4,113,276 

$4,651,219 

$4,350,154 

$4,440,154 

Appropriations 

Available 

$4,155,154 

$4,350,154 

$4,350,154 

$4,440,154 

Amount  Prefinanced 

212,570  * 

215,000 

215,000 

220,000 

Unobligated  Balances 

41,879 







'Additional  Prefinanced  Amounts: 


Georgia 

Kentucky 

Maryland 

Mississippi 

New  York 

Tennessee 

Virginia 

TOTAL 


$37,058 

70,596 

1,877 

7,132 

17,705 

73,539 

4,663 

$212,570 
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AREA  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 


Area  Development  Request 

(thousands  of  dollars) 


1994 

1995 

1996 

Increase  or 

Actual 

Enacted 

Reauest 

Decrease 

Appropnadon 

$87,986 

$78,100 

$84,055 

$  +5,955 

Obligations 

$68^17 

$133,750 

$84,055 

$^9,695 

The  budget  request  for  area  development  programs  for  FY  19%  is  $84,055  million,  an  increase 
of  $5,955  thousand  oyer  the  amount  q>propriated  for  FY  1995.  Of  the  amount  requested, 
$37,375  million  is  expected  to  be  used  in  physical  development  projects  for  clean  water, 
community  improvement,  low  income  housing,  and  local  government  services.  An  amount  of 
$26  million  is  expected  to  be  used  to  tackle  himian  development  problems  including  education 
and  health,  while  $20  million  is  expected  to  be  used  to  help  develop  small  businesses  and 
enterprise  skills  and  opporttmities  in  the  Region. 


Request  by  Program  Type 

(thousands  of  dollars) 


1994 

1995 

1996 

Increase  or 

Program  Type 

Actual 

Enacted 

Estimate 

Decrease 

Physical  Development 

$48,052 

$45,189 

$37,375 

$-7,814 

Human  Development 

10,886 

23.216 

26,000 

+2,784 

Business  Development 

8,943 

9,000 

20,000 

+11,000 

Administration 

636 

695 

680 

-15 

$68,517 


$78,100 


$84,055 


$  +5,955 


FY  1996  AREA  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 


Area  development  funding  is  used  to  increase  the  momentum  of  economic  progress  and  to  help 
the  regional  economy  be  more  competitive,  while  continuing  to  assist  the  poorest  commimities 
in  providing  basic  services  and  a  decent  quality  of  life  for  their  residents.  Emphasis  is  placed 
on  three  sets  of  activities.  Physical  development  includes  community  infrastructiue,  such  as 
water,  sewer,  access  roads,  and  housing,  and  improvement  in  delivery  of  State  and  local 
government  services.  Human  resource  development  includes  education,  job  training,  child  care, 
health,  leadership  development,  community  institution  building,  and  community  service.  Business 
development  provides  support  for  programs  of  management  assistance,  enterprise  education, 
technology  transfer,  maricet  development,  export  promotion,  business  netwoiidng,  and  financing. 


Complementing  these  activities  are  the  Commission's  regional  initiatives,  which  are  targeted 
programs  that  address  new  opportunities  in  Appalachia.      Past  initiatives  have  included 


22 


140 


teleconununications,  tourism,  adult  literacy,  industrial  competitiveness,  and  strategic  planning. 
The  Commission  anticipates  that  emphasis  in  FY  1996  will  be  placed  on  three  major  initiatives 
which  are  crucial  to  development  of  the  Region  and  which  are  funded  at  $6.2  million  in  our  FY 
1995  program:  (1)  internationalization  of  the  economy  and  its  imphcations  for  Appalachia;  (2) 
telecommunications;  and,  (3)  leadership  and  civic  development.  The  internationalization  initiative 
focuses  on  opportunities  to  increase  exporting  from  rural  Appalachia  in  light  of  recent 
developments  in  trade  agreements  (GATT  and  NAFTA).  Telecommunications  infi^tructure  is 
critical  because  it  cuts  across  all  areas  of  development  and  can  be  used  to  link  rural  areas  to 
world  markets.  The  leadership  and  civic  development  initiative  will  attempt  to  build  the  capacity 
of  communities  to  work  together  to  solve  local  problems.  In  addition  to  Commission  support  for 
these  initiatives,  the  Appalachian  States  are  also  encouraged  to  use  portions  of  their  Area 
Development  allocations  in  these  areas. 

We  are  also  currently  undertaking  a  strategic  planning  initiative.  It  is  anticipated  that  new 
program  needs  will  be  defined  by  the  Region's  citizens  and  Conunission  members  through  this 
process.  Major  tasks  in  the  strategic  planning  initiative  include:  (1)  a  socioeconomic  review  of 
the  region;  (2)  area  development  program  and  policy  review;  (3)  consultations  with  experts, 
scholars,  grantees,  government  officials  and  community  groups  to  elicit  information  on  internal 
operations,  the  effectiveness  of  the  partnership,  and  policy  direction;  (4)  field  meetings/forums 
with  the  public;  and,  (5)  intergovernmental  relations  study.  Funding  for  regional  initiatives 
comes  from  the  bro£ui  program  categories  under  area  development. 

Special  efforts  are  made  to  leverage  public  and  private  fiinding  for  Conmiission  supported 
programs,  and,  where  possible,  to  use  communities  in  the  Region  to  pilot  new  State  and  national 
initiatives.  This  year.  Commission  staff  worked  with  interagency  committees  and  local  sponsors 
on  initiatives  such  as  Empowerment  Zones/Enterprise  Communities,  the  National  Rural 
Development  Initiative  and  State  Rural  Development  Councils,  and  Americorps.  Staff  has 
worked  on  interagency  and  State  task  groups  on  tourism,  transportation,  small  business, 
leadership,  strategic  planning,  and  public  finance.  The  Commission  has  been  represented  at 
numerous  meetings  with  public  interest  groups,  community  based  organizations,  foundations, 
private  citizens,  and  businesses  on  issues  of  concern  to  Appalachian  residents.  These  activities 
often  result  in  the  identification  of  additional  resources  or  opportunities  for  communities  and 
residents  of  Appalachia.  At  the  same  time,  other  organizations  and  agencies  are  able  to  benefit 
fh>m  the  ^plicable  experiences  and  research  activities  of  the  ARC. 

INVESTMENT  AREAS  FOR  FY  1996 

Physical  Development  Program.  This  category  includes  infrastructure,  housing,  and  assistance 
to  local  governments  for  more  effective  delivery  of  programs  and  services.  The  budget  provides 
$37,375  million  for  this  program,  with  distribution  as  follows: 
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Physical  Development  Program 

(thousands  of  dollars) 


Infrastiuctare 

Local  Govemment  Assistance 


FY  1994 
Actual 

$47,492 

_2fiO 

$48,052 


FY  1995 

$40,189 

5.000 

$43,189 


FY  1996 
Request 

$32,375 

5.000 

$37,375 


Huinan  Development  Program.  A  funding  level  of  $26  million  for  FY  1996  would  enhance 
the  Commission's  eff^oits  to  tackle  some  of  the  Region's  most  intractable  problems,  through 
programs  in  education,  workforce  training,  child  care,  community  service,  health  care,  and 
telecommimications/distance  learning.   Distribution  of  project  funds  is  estimated  as  follows. 


Vocational  Education  /  Training 
Education  /  Health  /  Telecommunication 


Human  Development  Program 

(thousands  of  dollars) 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

Actual 

Enacted 

Request 

$4,890 

$5,000 

$9,000 

5.996 

18.216 

17.000 

$10,886 

$23,216 

$26,000 

Business  Development  Program.  The  budget  request  provides  $20  million  for  business  and 
enterprise  development  activities  in  FY  1996,  anticipating  a  broad  range  of  program  requests 
tailored  to  the  needs  of  the  various  subregions  within  Appalachia,  as  well  as  region-wide 
initiatives  in  export  and  competitiveness  strategies  for  new  and  existing  industries;  for  tourism 
development;  and  for  enterprise  education.  The  anticipated  signiflcant  increase  in  this  category 
reflects  a  higher  priority  for  business  development  in  State  and  regional  economic  development. 

Administration  by  Other  Agencies.  Since  many  of  the  individual  projects  will  be  administered 
by  other  Federal  agencies,  an  amount  of  $680,000  is  requested  for  their  administrative  expenses, 
a  small  reduction  from  the  amount  appropriated  for  FY  1995. 

Distressed  Counties.  The  Commission  provides  special  assistance  to  help  the  Region's  most 
distressed  counties  from  a  special  annual  allocation  that  can  only  be  used  by  the  State  for 
designated  counties.  This  special  allocation,  about  20  percent  of  area  development  funds 
available,  can  be  supplemented  from  a  State's  regular  area  development  allocation.  Additionally, 
designation  permits  funding  by  the  Commission  of  up  to  80  percent  of  eligible  project  costs 
rather  than  50  percent,  as  for  projects  in  non-designated  counties.  A  list  of  counties  currently 
designated  as  distressed  in  FY  1994  is  provided  at  the  end  of  this  chapter,  along  with  a  map 
showing  the  location  of  distressed  counties. 
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A  discussion  of  each  of  the  area  development  programs  for  FY  1996  follows. 

Physical  Development $37375  million 

Physical  development  funding  assistance  is  available  for  a  wide  array  of  community  based 
projects,  including  basic  infrastructure,  local  government  assistance,  community  improvement, 
and  housing  development.  Public  works  projects  must  either  directly  relate  to  job  creation  or 
retention,  or  be  key  to  implementation  of  an  adopted  strategic  plan.  Exceptions  are  made  for 
basic  services  in  designated  distressed  counties. 

The  funds  requested  for  FY  1996  are  expected  to  provide: 

•  $20  million  for  water  and  wastewater  improvements  in  about  80  small  towns  and 
rural  communities.  Special  encouragement  will  be  given  to  development  of  public 
and  private  programs  that  assist  self  help  efforts  and  promote  technologies 
appropriate  to  remote  and  hard-to-serve  communities.  Funding  of  water  and 
sewer  projects  helps  meet  the  need  for  water  and  sewer  grant  assistance  for-hard- 
to-serve  rural  communities  and  low-growth  jurisdictions,  as  identified  by  the 
Office  of  Technology  Assessment,  GAO  and  others.  A  1993  survey  by  ARC  staff 
indicated  that  $5.6  billion  would  be  needed  in  Appalachia  by  the  year  2008  for 
conventional  waste  treatment  facilities.  Preliminary  studies  by  the  Economic 
Research  Service  at  USDA  indicate  that  much  of  the  Region  has  a  significantly 
higher  percent  of  housing  with  inadequate  plumbing  than  national  levels,  despite 
the  dramatic  progress  that  has  been  made.  Whenever  possible,  ARC  funding  will 
be  used  to  complement  and  prime  the  funding  available  from  other  agencies, 
particularly  USDA's  "Water  2000"  initiative,  and  EPA's  State  revolving  loan 
fiinds  for  water  and  wastewater  facilities. 

•  $9  million  for  community  improvement  and  redevelopment  projects,  such  as 
adaptation  of  abandoned  schools  or  industrial  buildings  for  new  business 
development,  incubator  space  or  multi-tenant  uses;  recycling  initiatives  and 
development  of  regional  landfills  and  solid  waste  collection  programs;  minor  flood 
control  improvements  and  similar  projects.  Projects  selected  for  funding  must 
meet  local  and  State  planning  and  development  objectives,  and  there  must  be  a 
commitment  to  job  creation  or  retention  in  projects  that  create  usable  space. 
About  25  projects  are  assisted  annually. 

•  $3  million  to  stimulate  low-  and  moderate-income  housing  production.  In  the 
past,  the  Commission's  housing  program  provided  initial  technical  assistapce  for 
development  of  State  housing  finance  agencies  in  about  half  of  the  Appalachian 
States.  The  program  now  provides  site  development  assistance  to  lower  costs  of 
production  due  to  problems  of  distance  and  topography.  Assistance  is  also 
provided  for  innovative  local  housing  projects  targeted  at  low-  and  very  low- 
income  families  and  individuals.  These  projects  may  provide  indoor  plumbing 
facilities  or  home  repairs;  provide  home  ownership  opportunities  through  special 
financing  programs  and  counseling  programs;  or  involve  innovative  multiple 
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partnerships  in  the  delivery  of  housing.  ARC  funding  is  expected  to  assist 
approximately  900  units  of  housing  in  FY  1996. 

•  about  $5  million  to  all  thirteen  States  for  projects  that  improve  the  delivery  of 
State  and  local  government  services.  This  funding  category  includes  projects  for 
joint  purchasing,  local  government  consolidation,  strategic  planning,  circuit  rider 
programs,  geographic  information  services  (GIS),  development  of  ordinances  for 
growth  management  and  zoning,  interlocal  agreements  on  operation  of  regional 
landfills,  water  quality  studies,  and  similar  activities. 

Examples  of  basic  infirastructure  projects  recently  funded  include: 

•  a  $430,282  grant  in  Kentucky  for  construction  of  31.1  miles  of  water  line  to  serve 
530  households  in  Johnson  and  Lawrence  counties.  Nearly  65  percent  of  samples 
taken  from  existing  water  wells  and  individual  treatment  units  were  found  to  be 
contaminated  by  coliform.  As  a  result,  many  families  have  been  buying  and 
hauling  all  water  for  cooking  and  drinking.  More  than  57  percent  of  the 
beneficiaries  of  the  project  have  low  to  very  low  incomes,  according  to 
HUD/CDBG  guidelines. 

•  a  self-help  project  in  Connelly  Springs,  North  Carolina,  using  contributed  labor 
of  the  townspeople  to  extend  municipal  water  service  to  new  customers  who 
previously  relied  on  well  water  that  was  contaminated  with  minerals.  As  the  first 
self-help  project  of  its  kind  in  North  Carolina,  the  project  is  serving  as  a  pilot  for 
other  small  communities  in  the  area.  TVA  is  assisting  ARC  with  management  of 
the  project,  and  the  community  also  received  technical  and  financial  assistance 
through  the  Ford  Foundation  for  the  initiative. 

•  a  $500,000  giant  to  help  correct  sewer  line  infiltration  and  inflow  problems  for 
the  City  of  Wartburg,  Morgan  County,  Tennessee.  The  poor  condition  of  the 
current  collection  system  has  resulted  in  numerous  problems.  During  storms  and 
in  wet  weather  seasons,  lines  conveying  sanitary  wastes  become  surcharged  and 
manholes  overflow  with  raw  sewage.  Flows  to  the  wastewater  treatment  plant 
exceed  twice  the  plant's  capacity  and  partially  treated  sewage  is  being  discharged 
into  nearby  recreational  streams.  The  community  has  also  been  cited  by  the  State 
for  inadequate  sludge  disposal. 

•  a  $600,000  ARC  grant  to  construct  a  new  water  treatment  plant  in  Grantsville, 
West  Virginia.  All  public  drinking  water  in  Calhoun  County  and  southern  Ritchie 
County  originates  in  the  Grantsville  plant,  which  currently  serves  1,157  customers. 
The  current  plant  was  built  in  the  1950's  and  is  at  capacity,  with  much  of  the  area 
yet  unserved.  The  new  plant  will  assure  the  quality  of  drinking  water  for  current 
customers  and  allow  for  some  growth  in  the  customer  base.  The  service  area  is 
predominately  low  and  moderate  income,  and  unemployment  rates  ranged  up  to 
30  percent  in  1993. 
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The  following  are  examples  of  inftastiucture  projects  that  directly  serve  economic  growth 
and  job  creation  or  retention  strategies: 

•  a  grant  of  $229,000  to  the  Town  of  Caryville  in  Campbell  County,  Tennessee,  will 
be  used  for  construction  of  water  and  sewer  improvements  that  will  promote 
private  developnaent  and  create  tourism  jobs  at  the  Royal  Blue/I-75  interchange. 
Two  motels,  a  fast  food  chain,  a  resort  hotel  with  conference  facilities  and  golf 
course,  and  SO  residential  lots  will  be  served  by  the  utilities  provided.  The 
resulting  development  represents  a  private  investment  of  ^proximately  $10 
million  and  is  expected  to  create  more  than  100  jobs  in  this  economically 
distressed  county. 

•  a  grant  of  $528,000  to  Allegany  County,  Maryland,  to  assist  in  the  rehabilitation 
of  the  former  Kelly-Springfield  tire  manufacturing  plant  in  Cumberland,  Maryland, 
for  use  as  a  multi-tenant  industrial  park.  Project  activities  include  demolition  of 
structures,  renovation  of  several  buildings,  access  improvements,  and  cleanup  and 
disposal  of  waste  materials.  Between  five  and  seven  new  companies  are  expected 
to  occupy  the  space  within  four  years  of  completion.  Biederlack  of  America,  Inc., 
a  German-owned  manufacturer  of  blankets,  is  currently  expanding  their  Allegany 
County  operations  into  the  new  industrial  park,  with  an  initial  capital  investment 
of  $637,500  for  a  total  of  290  jobs  in  the  community. 

Recent  housing  grants  have  been  used  for  projects  such  as: 

•  the  Appalachia  Service  Project.  Inc.  (ASP)  in  Lee  County,  Virginia.  ASP  built 
five  new  single  family  homes  for  families  that  could  not  qualify  for  conventional 
loans  because  of  their  financial  situation,  but  were  otherwise  good  credit  risks. 
ASP  arranged  zero  to  five  percent  first  mortgages  by  combining  financing  from 
ARC,  the  Virginia  Housing  Partnership,  Dominion  Bank,  the  Federation  of 
Appalachian  Housing  Enterprises,  and  fiinds  raised  through  coital  campaigns.  In 
some  cases,  sweat  equity  was  used  as  a  down  payment.  Construction  costs  were 
kept  low  by  using  ASFs  construction  crew,  supplemented  with  volunteer  labor  and 
donated  materials.  New  homeowners  were  counseled  by  trained  staff  on  aspects 
of  home  ownership.  The  project  received  the  Maxwell  Award  of  Excellence  from 
the  Fannie  Mae  Foundation  last  year. 

•  the  housing  programs  of  the  Garrett  County  Community  Action  Committee 
(GCCAC)  in  Maryland.  GCCAC  recently  used  a  $270,000  ARC  grant  to  renovate 
space  in  an  existing  surplus  school  in  Oakland,  to  provide  housing  for  nine  elderly 
individuals  in  a  sheltered  housing  setting.  Residents  in  the  project  have  incomes 
below  50  percent  of  the  State  median.  Nine  other  agencies  participated  in  the 
school  renovation  project,  providing  space  for  a  senior  center,  a  day  care  center, 
and  several  Head  Start  programs. 
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Human  Development    $26  million 

Upgrading  tiie  skills  of  the  workforce  as  an  investment  in  long-term  economic  growth  renuuns 
a  priority  objective  of  ARC's  program.  Increases  in  the  education  level  of  the  workforce  aind  in 
the  advancement  of  technology,  which  is  achieved  through  education,  can  be  directly  correlated 
to  gains  in  the  Gross  National  Product.  Today's  workplace  demands  highly  flexible  education  and 
training  systems  and  close  coordination  between  business  and  education  to  provide  training 
relevant  to  today's  market  demands. 

In  FY  1993,  the  Commission  invested  over  $18  million  in  Human  Development  and  Business 
Development  projects  to  strengthen  the  Region's  educations  systems,  improve  the  Region's  health, 
and  increase  competitiveness  of  Appalachian  businesses  through  information  technology  and 
skills  upgrading.  These  programs  continued  in  FY  1994,  along  with  new  initiatives  to  address 
the  National  Education  Goals,  including  professional  development  for  the  Region's  teaching  force 
as  one  of  the  most  direct  ways  to  improve  the  quality  of  education,  and  education  readiness,  since 
quality  preschool  programs  offer  the  most  cost-effective  strategy  for  lowering  the  school  dropout 
rate.  This  FY  1996  budget  is  the  fu^t  to  describe  human  resources  and  business  development 
as  distinct  categories  of  the  Commission's  area  development  program. 

FY  1996  Program.  In  FY  1996,  the  Commission  intends  to  direct  additional  fimds  to  increasing 
Appalachia's  human  resource  base,  a  strategy  aimed  at  developing  capacity  for  self-sustained 
Regional  growth.  Specific  program  strategies  will  include  assisting  the  Region's  poorest  areas, 
where  educational  opportunities  are  most  limited,  and  promoting  projects  in  such  areas  as  math 
and  science  education,  mentoring,  school-to-work  transition,  and  upgrading  curricula  with 
telecommunication  technology.  This  objective  will  be  reinforced  by  continuation  of  the  leadership 
and  management  program  initiated  in  FY  1994. 

Program  Goals.  The  program's  major  effort  is  vocational  education  and  training,  requiring  an 
estimated  $8  million.  The  remaining  $18  million  is  aimed  at  other  efforts  to  strengthen  human 
resources.   Major  program  goals  for  FY  1996  will  include: 

•  Workplace  Literacy.  Much  of  the  Region's  workforce  has  serious  problems  with 
reading,  writing,  math  and  other  basic  skills  that  affect  job  performance.  Based 
on  past  successes  in  North  Carolina  and  South  Carolina,  the  Commission  can  fund 
worksite  literacy  projects  which  would  train  3,000  employees  for  $1  million. 
Services  provided  through  on-site  Uteracy  projects  would  include  basic  skills  and 
English  as  a  second  language;  adult  secondary  education;  upgrading  workers' 
competencies  in  speaking,  hstening,  reasoning,  problem-solving,  and  mathematics. 
These  projects  would  also  provide  educational  services  directly  related  to 
improving  job  performance  and  productivity. 

•  Adult  Uteracy.  Functional  illiteracy  remains  a  serious  problem  in  the  Region, 
affecting  up  to  45  percent  of  the  Central  Appalachian  population.  The  Commission 
intends  to  expand  its  program  of  mini-grants  to  literacy  councils,  libraries,  and 
school  systems  to  address  this  problem.  Funds  would  provide  for  expanded  hours 
of  operation  and  additional  hardware,  software,  books,  and  tutors.  Region-wide, 
8,000  to  10,000  adults  can  be  served  for  $1  million  or  less. 

28 


146 


Preschool  and  School  Readiness.  Support  for  quality  preschool  programs  is  a 
highly  cost-effective  strategy  for  lowering  the  drop-out  rate  and  helping  at-risk 
children  become  more  effective  learners  and  producers.  For  every  $1  spent  on  a 
comprehensive  and  intensive  preschool  program,  society  saves  up  to  $16  in  the 
long-term  costs  of  welfare,  remedial  education,  teen  pregnancy,  and  crime.  A 
comprehensive  program  costs  approximately  $1,700  per  child.  The  Commission 
would  invest  $2  million  to  serve  800  children,  including  not  only  education  but 
also  home  visits,  parenting  education,  medical  care,  and  nutrition  assistance  (the 
Head  Start  model). 

Total  Quality  Management  and  Process  ImprovemenL  Today's  marketplace 
requires  continuous  improvements  in  process  for  business  to  remain  competitive. 
Many  new  theories,  systems  and  practices  are  not  available  to  small  businesses  in 
isolated  areas.  The  Corrunission  can  work  with  communities  to  package  programs 
for  the  private  and  public  sectors.  Programs  are  structured  so  that  the  employee 
or  business  pays  all  expenses  and  two-thirds  of  the  training  cost.  Total  Quality 
Management  and  Process  Engineering  training  for  6,000  employees  would  cost  $2 
million. 

Professional  Development  for  Educators.  Under  the  Goals  2000  Educate 
America  Act,  professional  development  for  teachers  has  been  added  as  one  of  two 
new  goals.  The  Commission's  FY  1993  demonstration  program  for  200  teachers 
can  be  expanded  to  500  teachers.  The  program  is  an  intensive  one-week  effort  on 
state-of-the-art  instructional  strategies,  organization  development,  and  team 
building.  A  one-year  follow-up  networicing  component  is  an  integral  part  of  the 
program.   Approximately  $1  million  would  go  to  this  effort. 

Health.  Recruitment  and  retention  of  rural  primary  care  physicians  continues  to 
pose  a  significant  problem  throughout  Appalachia.  Over  the  years  a  host  of 
programs  have  attempted  to  attract  physicians  and  allied  health  professionals,  in 
most  cases  with  limited  long-term  success.  The  programs  the  Commission  has 
worked  with  (National  Health  Service  Corps,  State  scholarship,  and  loan 
repayment,  J-1  Visa,  etc.)  are  based  on  some  kind  of  quid  pro  quo.  The 
Commission  plans  to  develop  a  regional  program  that  builds  a  corps  of  primary 
care  physicians  committed  to  practice  in  underserved  rural  communities.  This 
would  be  accomplished  by  cultivating  medical  student  and  resident  interest  in 
primary  care  and  rural  medicine.  Such  a  program  would  complement  existing 
medical  school  curricula.  Modeled  on  North  Carolina's  Rural  Health  Scholars 
Program,  this  project  would  cost  approximately  $3  million. 

Telecommunications.  The  Commission  can  provide  $3.5  to  $4  million  in  grant 
assistance  to  fund  the  anticipated  growth  in  telecommunications  projects.  These 
projects  would  improve  school  curricula,  increase  availability  of  medical  care  in 
isolated  areas,  develop  export  markets,  link  university  professional  education 
programs  with  isolated  conununities,  and  develop  strategic  telecommunications 
plans.  Another  $1.3  million  ($100,000  per  State)  will  be  made  available  for 
planning  grant  assistance  to  assist  each  State  in  the  development  of  new  State  and 

29 


147 


interstate  telecommunication  networks.  Multi-state  telecommunication  systems 
would  become  part  of  the  proposed  National  Information  Infrastructure  Highway 
network. 

Leadership  and  Civic  Infrastructure.  This  initiative  addresses  concerns  expressed 
by  regional  representatives  that  many  conununities  need  strategies  to  help  them 
better  articulate  and  meet  their  basic  needs  before  they  can  benefit  from  other 
development  initiatives.  The  goal  of  this  initiative  is  to  build  the  capacity  of 
conununities  to  work  together  to  solve  local  problems.  The  strategy  will  include 
building  on  the  ARC  Leadership  and  Management  Program  by  funding  follow-up 
technical  assistance  to  communities;  providing  funding  to  communities  that  went 
through  the  Federal  EZ/EC  application  process  but  did  not  receive  funding,  and 
assisting  other  communities  in  completing  their  strategic  plans;  and,  fund  the  start 
up  or  the  improvement  of  organizations  such  as  community  developnvent 
corporations  or  other  key  community  building  organizations. 


Past  Years'  Accomplishments.  The  Commission  has  supported  a  wide  range  of  projects  that 
enhance  each  other  to  help  Appalachia's  work  force  compete  in  the  national  economy  and  to  get 
the  next  generation  ready  to  become  a  skilled  part  of  the  work  force.  The  following  are 
examples  of  some  of  these  projects  that  cut  across  development  categories  to  support  the  Region's 
human  infrastructure. 

Telecommunications.  For  over  two  decades  the  Commission  has  advanced  the  Region's 
education  goals  through  investments  in  telecommunications.  Teleconununication  technologies 
that  have  evolved  over  the  past  10  years  have  changed  the  entire  focus  of  these  projects.  They 
now  serve  many  sectors  of  the  community  simultaneously  over  a  single  network.  In  many 
communities  the  hospitals,  universities,  and  traditional  high  school  facilities  are  now  linked 
together  by  fiber  optics,  or  dedicated  telephone  lines,  to  provide  enhanced  in-service  education, 
adult  education,  license  renewal  education  programming,  shared  data  information  services,  tele- 
video  medical  "consultation"  services,  and  a  variety  of  general  public  service  programs.  The 
private  sector  has  used  these  new  networks  to  do  in-plant  workforce  training,  professional  staff 
development,  and  continuing  education  for  licensing  of  CPA's,  insurance,  and  banking 
professionals.  The  networks  have  also  been  used  to  train  police  and  fire  fighting  professionals 
and  other  pubUc  sector  human  resource  personnel. 

Workforce  Training.  Given  the  strong  link  between  education  and  economic  development,  ARC 
projects  aim  to  upgrade  woricers'  skills  and  improve  the  quality  of  education  and  training  for 
those  students  who  will  not  attend  college.  Statistics  indicate  that,  in  order  to  keep  pace  with 
rapid  changes  in  technology  and  the  workplace,  adult  workers  will  change  jobs  and  even  careers 
several  times  during  their  working  years.  In  1990,  it  was  estimated  that  more  than  4  million 
Appalachians  over  the  age  of  25  had  received  neither  a  high  school  diploma  nor  a  GED  and  that 
another  4.7  million  had  not  gone  beyond  high  school.  These  alarming  statistics  have  led  ARC 
to  emphasize  projects  centering  on  the  workplace  as  a  site  for  continuing  improvement  of  basic 
skills  and  for  upgrading  technical  skills,  as  well  as  development  of  entrepreneurial  and 
management  skills. 
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Meeting  the  National  Education  Goals.  For  decades,  mainstays  o"  the  Appalachian  economy 
were  basic  manufacturing  and  mining,  which  provided  jobs  requiring  minimal  formal  education 
or  training.  Many  communities  traditionally  attached  little  importance  to  education.  The  end  result 
is  an  education  deficit  that  threatens  the  Region's  economic  future.  To  help  correct  this 
imbalance,  to  develop  the  highly  skilled  and  motivated  workforce  needed  to  achieve  economic 
growth  and  to  ensure  that  all  Appalachians  can  compete  for  jobs  wherever  they  choose  to  live, 
ARC  has  undertaken  a  number  of  projects  that  directly  address  the  nation's  education  goals,  set 
at  the  bi-partisan  Education  Summit  in  1989  and  in  subsequent  legislation.  They  include  focusing 
resources  on  school  readiness,  lifelong  learning,  high  school  completion,  and  math-science 
achievement. 

Adult  Literacy.  Functional  illiteracy  among  Appalachian  adults  is  estimated  to  be  as  high  as  30 
percent.  Among  unemployed  Appalachians,  the  rate  is  estimated  to  reach  46  percent.  To  address 
the  low  education  attainment  of  many  adults  and  in  response  to  industry's  intensified  demand  for 
basic  skills,  ARC  has  funded  volunteer-based  woi1q)lace  literacy  and  other  adult  basic  education 
programs. 

Professional  Development  for  Educators.  Teachers  are  on  the  front  lines  of  the  national  effort 
to  reform  education  and  make  it  relevant  to  the  demands  of  today's  global  economy;  yet  most 
States  allocate  relatively  few  dollars  for  improving  teachers'  skills.  A  1993  report  by  the  National 
Conference  of  State  Legislators  emphasizes  the  urgency  of  greater  investment  in  teacher  training; 
the  need  is  especially  critical  in  rural  areas  where  teachers  are  isolated  from  resources.  In  1996, 
ARC  plans  to  sponsor  two  teacher  training  demonstration  programs  designed  to  upgrade  teachers' 
knowledge  of  subject  matter,  use  a  case  study  ^proach  to  provide  practical  experience  in  new 
techniques,  follow  up  on  teachers'  progress  through  telecommunications  or  teleconferencing  and 
train  participants  to  train  other  teachers  when  they  retum  to  their  schools. 

Leadership  and  Management  Development.  At  the  beginning  of  FY  1994,  ARC  sponsored  its 
frrst  Region-wide  training  course  for  mid-level  managers,  the  "Leadership  and  Management 
Program"  in  Roanoke,  Virginia.  The  program  attracted  more  than  500  participants  to  its  seminar 
sessions.  It  wiis  offered  to  Appalachian  managers,  supervisors,  and  executives  to  give  the 
Region's  conununities  and  their  industrial,  service,  business,  and  government  organizations  access 
to  the  modem  management  techniques  that  have  helped  major  U.S.  corporations  regain  a 
competitive  foothold  in  the  global  marketplace.  Similar  programs  are  planned  for  FY  1996,  one 
in  West  Virginia  and  one  in  Alabama. 

Community  Service.  Youth  leadership  and  community  service  projects  provide  opportunities  for 
the  Region's  youth  to  learn  to  identify  and  address  community  needs  through  work  with  public 
and  private  conmiunity  organizations.  The  aim  is  to  challenge  young  people  to  become  active, 
empowered  individuals  willing  to  join  in  community  life  and  to  assume  responsibility  for  the 
conununity's  well-being.  Appalachian  youth  have  participated  in  work  involving  leadership 
training  and  development,  peer  counseling,  economic  and  physical  development,  and  child 
development 

Health.  The  Commission  has  long  been  a  strong  advocate  of  health  care  investments  as  part  of 
a  balanced  economic  development  program.  As  a  partner  with  the  States  and  the  Federal 
government  the  Commission  played  a  major  role  both  in  expanding  primary  care  facilities  and 
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improving  health  manpower  throughout  the  Region.  Because  of  substantial  progress  in  the 
Region,  the  Commission  gradually  reduced  its  funding  for  health  care  programs  in  the  mid  1980's 
and  established  infant  mortality  reduction  and  maintenance  of  health  services  as  broad  Regional 
initiatives. 

In  1989  the  Conmiission  adopted  its  Rural  Health  Program  as  a  way  to  protect  past  gains  and  to 
ensure  continuity  of  care  for  all  Appalachians.  ARC  found  that  renewed  attention  to  rural  health 
was  warranted  because  major  changes  in  reimbursement  systems,  medical  technology.  Federal 
manpower  programs,  and  medical  malpractice  insurance  were  negatively  impacting  the  cost  and 
organization  of  health  care.  The  Rural  Health  Program  has  been  successful  in  focusing 
investments  in  the  areas  of  infant  mortality,  manpower  recruitment,  and  rural  partnerships. 

Since  1990  the  Commission  has  spent  more  than  $4.5  million  on  health  care.  In  FY  1994  the 
Commission  invested  $1.1  million  in  meeting  the  Region's  health  care  needs.  Projects  ranged 
from  a  $41,250  dental  care  expansion  effort  in  Hancock  County,  Tennessee,  to  a  $381,000 
preventive  health  care  effort  in  Pike  County,  Kentucky. 

Child  and  Elder  Care.  Most  employers  carefully  consider  the  availability  of  good  child  care 
when  evaluating  a  site  as  a  possible  business  location  and  when  interviewing  prospective 
employees  with  young  children.  In  the  early  years  of  the  Commission's  program,  ARC  was 
committed  to  funding  comprehensive  day  care  as  a  necessary  step  in  the  development  of  healthy, 
education-ready  children.  Today,  ARC  projects  in  this  area  are  designed  to  encourage  employers 
to  participate  in  providing  this  service.  Although  there  is  a  growing  need  for  preschool 
education  combined  with  child  care,  Appalachia  still  lags  the  nation  in  providing  preschool 
programs.  For  example,  in  central  Appalachia  55  percent  of  children  aged  three  and  four  are  not 
enrolled  in  a  preschool  program,  compared  with  39  percent  nationwide. 

The  need  for  elder  care  programs  continues  to  increase.  More  and  more,  employers  are  fmding 
their  middle-aged  workers  coping  with  the  care  demands  of  two  generations-their  children  and 
their  parents.  The  Commission  allows  funding  for  demonstration  programs  in  elder  care, 
foreseeing  this  as  a  problem  whose  full  potential  for  workplace  disruption  has  just  begun  to 
emerge. 

Business  Development    $20  million 

In  the  past,  Appalachia  has  been  characterized  by  its  isolation  and  its  dependency  on  outside 
resources  for  its  economic  well  being.  As  improvements  in  health,  education,  and  community 
infrastructure  take  hold,  the  Region  increasingly  has  looked  for  new  opportunities  to  become 
economically  competitive  and  to  create  jobs  and  wealth  from  within.  In  the  past,  the 
Commission  has  provided  grant  support  for  a  broad  range  of  programs  tailored  to  the  needs 
identified  by  States  for  business  development,  including  management  assistance,  technology 
transfer,  market  development,  and  financing.  In  FY  1995,  the  Commission  intends  to  engage 
in  program  development  for  Region-wide  initiatives  in  export  and  competitiveness  strategies 
for  new  and  existing  industries;  for  tourism  development;  telecommunications;  enterprise 
education;  and  the  development  of  "homegrown"  small-  and  medium-sized  businesses.  As  a 
result,  it  is  anticipated  that  demands  for  funding  in  this  category  of  assistance  will  grow  in  the 
foreseeable  future. 
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During  FY  1996,  the  Commission  intends  to  provide: 

•  .       a  Region-wide  export  program,  now  under  development.  The  program  is  expected 

to  help  States  better  address  the  special  problems  of  rural  Appalachian  industries 
in  developing  the  opportunities  made  possible  by  NAFTA,  the  new  GATT,  and 
transformations  in  foreign  markets.  Specific  activities  may  include:  development 
of  programs  to  build  export  awareness  in  rural  business  communities  and  to 
synthesize  delivery  of  technical  and  financial  services  needed  for  these  businesses 
to  become  players  in  the  international  market;  projects  to  build  market 
development  into  services  of  industrial  modernization  centers  serving  rural  areas; 
promoting  opportunities  for  citizen  diplomacy  through  opportunities  such  as  Sister- 
State  relationships,  or  developing  training  programs  in  delivery  of  public  service 
for  emerging  democratic  states;  providing  a  clearinghouse  and  dialogue  for  rural 
export  consortia;  and  similar  activities. 

•  regional  promotion  of  business  networks  and  related  initiatives  to  enhance  the 
competitiveness  of  key  industries  in  the  Region.  The  experience  of  the 
Commission  to  date  highlights  the  importance  of  understanding  not  only  the 
individual  industrial  sectors  and  their  spatial  distribution  across  the  Region,  but 
also  how  firms  in  specific  sectors  are  linked  in  clusters  or  value-added  chains 
whose  members  can  strengthen  or  weaken  each  other  and  who  can  benefit  jointly 
from  new  markets,  products,  and  technology. 

•  continuing  development  of  the  tourism  industry.  In  FY  1995,  the  Commission 
intends  to  explore  with  the  States,  local  residents,  and  businesses,  specific 
opportunities  for  tourism  enterprise  development  along  Appalachian  Corridor  L 
in  West  Virginia.  This  activit>'  would  be  expanded  to  other  sections  of  the 
Appalachian  Development  Highway  System  in  FY  1996.  The  Commission,  also, 
would  continue  to  pursue  multi-state  marketing  opportunities  with  State  tourism 
offices  and  the  private  sector  tourism  providers.  In  all  of  its  tourism  related 
activities,  the  Commission  seeks  to  forge  closer  ties  between  Federal,  State,  and 
local  tourism  interests  and  economic  development  practitioners. 

•  exploring  the  potential  for  region-wide  initiatives  to  improve  the  rate  of  micro- 
enterprise  formation  and  success.  While  increased  capital  availability  is  an 
element  of  a  potential  regional  strategy,  there  is  evidence  that  very  often 
management  problems  of  small  businesses  are  disguised  as  capital  problems. 
Accordingly,  any  Corrunission  initiative  will  need  to  focus  on  ways  to  provide 
management  technical  assistance  to  micro-businesses. 

•  development  of  "enterprise  communities"  through  community  forums  and  strategic 
planning,  enterprise  education  opportunities  at  all  learning  levels,  development  of 
mentorship  programs  between  existing  businesses  and  youth  and/or  new 
entrepreneurs,  identification  of  value-added  or  distance-linked  business 
opportunities,  development  of  a  model  for  dehvery  of  consolidated  business 
assistance  services  in  rural  communities,  and  identification  of  pubbc  and  private 
partners  for  major  development  opportunities. 
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•  projects  addressing  specific  State  strategies,  such  as:  development  of  business  and 
financing  capabilities  at  the  substate  (LDD)  level;  feasibility  and  marketing  studies 
for  State  targeted  industries ;  development  and  initial  operating  expenses  of  micro- 
enterprise  funds;  capitalization  or  recapitalization  of  business  revolving  loan  funds 
(RLFs);  technology  transfer  and  modernization  efforts,  and  the  like. 

Exanq)les  of  recently  fiinded  business  development  programs  include: 

•  grant  support  of  $50,000  to  continue  the  Rural  Entrepreneurship  through  Action 
Learning  (REAL)  program  in  Mingo,  Raleigh,  Roane,  and  Hampshire  counties  in 
West  Virginia.  The  purpose  of  REAL  is  to  teach  high  school,  community  college 
and  college  students  how  to  set  up  and  operate  their  own  business.  Local  and 
State  extension  service  personnel  provide  ongoing  technical  assistance  and 
administrative  support  to  sustain  the  program. 

•  fiinding  of  $25,000  to  extend  the  Mountain  Microenterprise  Fund  (MMF)  into  the 
western  North  CaroUna  counties  of  Madison,  Henderson  and  Transylvania.  The 
purpose  of  the  MMF  is  to  assist  low-  and  moderate-income  individuals  who  wish 
to  start  or  expand  economically  viable  micro-businesses.  MMF  provides  a  group 
environment  where  small  business  owners,  who  otherwise  would  be  unable  to  get 
financing  from  traditional  institutions,  analyze  and  decide  on  each  others'  loan 
proposals.  Each  small  business  is  given  peer  support  and  on-going  technical 
assistance.  ARC  funds  are  being  used  to  support  staff  and  administrative  costs  in 
the  target  counties.   The  program  is  expected  to  create  80  new  jobs. 

•  site  specific  technical  assistance,  such  as:  a  feasibility  study  for  a  Meat 
Goat/Sheep  production  and  marketing  program  in  the  Southern  Tier  of  New  York; 
exploration  of  the  use  of  mine  water  discharge  for  aquaculture  production  for  The 
Conservation  Fund,  Freshwater  Institute  in  West  Virginia;  a  forestry  technical 
assistance  project  in  Kentucky  that  focuses  on  replanting  on  surface  mined  lands, 
use  of  sawdust  for  medium  density  fiber  board,  and  value  added  processing  and 
new  product  development. 

•  support  for  an  annual  program  of  State  level  initiatives  in  Pennsylvania,  including 
an  international  conference,  small  business  assistance  fairs,  a  technical  assistance 
program  aimed  at  women  business  owners,  and  continuation  of  funding  for  the 
enterprise  development  programs  of  the  six  Pennsylvania  LDDs.  The  LDD 
programs  include  fmancial  packaging  and  access  to  State  and  district  level  RLF 
funding;  procurement  technical  assistance  for  sales  to  government  at  all  levels  and 
matchmaking  services  within  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania;  export 
marketing  assistance;  technical  assistance  to  business  incubators;  and  special 
training  opportunities  on  technology  transfer  and  modernization,  ISO  9000, 
starting  a  small  business,  and  SBIR  programs. 
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Admiiiistratioii  of  Area  Development  Program    $680  thousand 

Under  the  area  developnient  program,  the  Commission  intends  to  continue  to  approve 
individual  projects  under  the  terms  of  the  applicable  sections  of  the  Act.  The  individual 
projects,  as  in  the  past,  are  then  administered  and  monitored  by  those  Federal  agencies  which, 
under  the  Appalachian  Act,  have  been  given  the  responsibility  for  administration  and  the 
Commission  reimburses  some  of  these  agencies  for  their  cost  in  administering  the  program. 
The  estimate  for  FY  1996  is  $680,000,  down  $15  thousand  from  FY  1995.  The  Commission 
expects  to  review  all  of  its  interagency  agreements  for  project  administration  in  FY  1995  to 
update  and  refine  provisions.  The  table  on  the  next  page  sunmiarizes  these  estimated  costs. 


Administration 

(thousands  of 

doUars) 

1994 

1995 

1996 

Actual 

Enacted 

Estimate 

$238 

$239 

$240 

132 

137 

140 

166 

150 

150 

100 

100 

100 

— 

$9 

50 

Health  and  Human  Services 

Departmrat  of  Education 

Infrastructure  Grants: 
RDA 
TVA 

Other  and  Contingencies 

TOTAL  $636  $695  $680 

Designated  Distressed  Counties 

The  following  115  (of  399)  counties  in  the  Appalachian  Region  are  currently  designated  for 
special  assistance  as  Distressed  Counties,  because  they  qualify  tmder  the  following  criteria: 

(1)  Counties  have  all  three  of  the  following  economic  indicators: 

•  Per  capita  maiicet  income  no  greater  than  two-thirds  (67  percent)  the  U.S.  average; 

•  Three-year  unemployment  at  150  percent  of  the  U.S.  average  or  greater;  and 

•  Poverty  rate  which  is  at  least  150  percent  of  the  U.S.  average;  or 

(2)  Counties  have  at  least  twice  the  national  poverty  rate  plus  one  other  economic 
indicator. 

Currently,  Distressed  Counties  include: 

•  Alabama  ~  (7)  Bibb,  Fayette,  Lawrence,  Marion,  Pickens,  Talladega  and  Winston 
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Kentucky  -  (38)  Bath,  Bell,  Breathitt.  Carter,  Casey.  Clay,  Clinton.  Cumberland. 
Elliott.  Estill.  Floyd.  Harlan.  Jackson,  Johnson,  Knott,  Knox,  Lawrence,  Lee, 
Leslie,  Letcher,  Lewis,  Lincoln,  McCreary.  Magoffin,  Martin,  Menifee,  Monroe, 
Montgomery,  Morgan,  Owsley,  Perry,  Pike,  Powell,  Rockcastle,  Rowan,  Wayne, 
Whitley,  and  Wolfe 

Mississippi  -  (12)  Alcorn,  Benton,  Chickasaw,  Choctaw,  Clay,  Kemper,  Marshall, 
Noxubee,  Oktibbeha,  Tippah.  Tishomingo,  and  Winston 

North  Carolina  -  (3)  Cherokee,  Graham,  and  Swain 

Ohio  -  (10)  Adams,  Athens,  Harrison,  Meigs,  Monroe,  Morgan.  Perry.  Pike. 
Scioto,  and  Vinton 

Pennsylvania  ~  (2)  Fayette.  Greene 

Tennessee  —  (8)  Campbell.  Cocke.  Fentress.  Grundy.  Hancock.  Johnson.  Meigs, 
and  Scott 

Virginia  ~  (S)  Buchanan,  Dickenson,  Lee,  Russell,  and  Wise 

West  Virginia  —  (30)  Barbour,  Boone,  Braxton.  Calhoun.  Clay.  Fayette.  Gilmer. 
Jackson,  Lewis,  Lincoln,  Logan.  McDowell,  Marion,  Mason,  Mingo,  Nicholas, 
Pleasants.  Pocahontas,  Raleigh,  Randolph,  Ritchie,  Roane,  Summers,  Taylor, 
Upshur,  Wayne.  Webster.  Wetzel.  Wirt,  and  Wyoming 

The  following  map  illustrates  the  geographic  concentrations  of  these  severely  distressed  counties 
in  the  Region. 
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LOCAL  DEVELOPMENT  DISTRICTS  AND 
TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM 


Local  Development  Districts  and 
Technical  Assistance 

(thousands  of  dollars) 

1994 
Actual 

1995 
Enacted 

1996 
Request 

Change 
from  1995 

Local  Development 
District 

$4,380 

$4,400 

$4,400 

$-0- 

Technical  Assistance 

580 

900 

900 

.iQz 

TOTAL 

$4,960 

$5,300 

$5,300 

$-0- 

.OCAL  DEVELOPMEl 

MT  DISTRICT  PROGRAM    

. .    $4.4  mi 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act,  from  its  inception,  clearly  recognized  the  key 
role  of  multicounty  planning  and  development  agencies  in  economic  development.  In  the 
beginning,  they  were  primarily  planning  and  coordination  agencies.  Over  the  years,  they  have 
expanded  their  role  to  that  of  service  provider  and  organizational  support  to  their  member 
units  of  govenmient. 

The  local  development  districts  remain  a  basic  element  in  the  ARC  program.  They  work  with 
member  governments  and  local  citizens  to  determine  local  needs  and  priorities.  Over  the  past 
few  years,  they  have  expanded  that  role  to  assume  responsibilities  arising  from  transferring 
Federal  programs  to  States  and  localities.  Local  governmental  units  are  relying  more  and 
more  on  districts  in  implementing  services  and  reducing  costs  to  the  local  governments.  They 
are  also  beginning  to  promote  and  actively  pursue  pubUc/private  partnerships  in  the 
development  of  programs  to  strengthen  the  local  economy. 

While  they  are  attempting  to  continue  the  role  of  planner,  program  developer,  and  grantsman, 
they  are  also  pursuing  increased  activities  and  involvement  in  such  areas  as  tourism, 
geographic  information  systems,  telecommunications,  and  small  business  and  enterprise 
development  programs. 

The  local  development  districts  are  filling  the  most  pressing  need  in  the  entire  rural 
development  initiative;  namely,  the  "building  of  local  capacity".  Local  development  districts 
are  the  mechanism  for  ensuring  that  small  governments  have  the  capacity  to  compete  for 
Federal  and  State  funding  and  promote  rural  development.  They  provide  competent  support 
staff  to  member  governments  to  plan,  initiate,  and  implement  projects  at  the  grassroots  level. 

The  $4.4  million  represents  the  amount  of  support  the  Commission  feels  is  needed  to  support 
the  69  LDDs  in  FY  1996. 
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In  addition  to  the  overall  administrative  support  for  the  districts,  ARC  is  also  helping  them 
become  better  prepared  for  their  expanded  roles  and  responsibilities  by  sponsoring  seminars  and 
training  programs.  Out  of  the  technical  assistance  program,  a  grant  is  being  used  for  training 
programs  to  strengthen  the  LDDs,  their  staff  and  operations,  and  their  member  units  of 
government.  The  districts  have  successfully  completed  the  following  regional  training  programs: 


•  Geographic  Information  System  (GIS)  -  its  use  and  importance  in  regional 
planning  and  economic  development  activities; 

•  Innovative  Financing  of  Infrastructure  Projects  -  concentrating  on  the  options 
related  to  bond  financing,  certificates  of  participation,  etc.; 

•  Strategic  Planning  -  basic  imderstanding  of  and  application  techniques  for 
implementing  strategic  planning  at  the  county  or  multi-county  level; 

•  Financial  Management  -  intense  series  of  seminars  intent  upon  strengthening  the 
fmancial  management  operation.  Topics  ranged  from  Federal  Circulars  to  Cost 
Allocation  Plans  to  Audits  to  Detecting  Fraud  and  Abuse;  and 

•  Personnel  Management  -  a  four-day  workshop  intended  to  strengthen  the  overall 
management  operation  of  the  districts. 

As  a  result  of  these  training  programs,  technical  assistance  groups  of  knowledgeable  LDD 
personnel  have  been  formed  and  are  available  to  assist  other  LDDs  in  implementing  their  ideas 
and  new  programs.  To  help  encourage  this  process,  the  Conmiission  has  also  made  funding 
available  that  allows  personnel  from  the  districts  to  be  reimbursed  for  travel  expenses  while 
traveling  to  another  district  for  assistance  in  identifying  or  implementing  a  new  program 
initiative. 

The  tables  on  the  next  page  show  currently  approved  funding  amounts  by  state  and  fiscal  year. 
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Funding  Amounts  by  State 

(thousands  of  dollars) 


Basic  Support 
Program  Amounts 

Alabama 

Georgia 

Kentucky 

Maryland 

Mississippi 

New  York 

North  Carolina 

Ohio 

Pennsylvania 

South  Carolina 

Tennessee 

Virginia 

West  Virginia 

Special  Support 

TOTALS 


1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 


No.  of 
LDDs 

1994 
Actual 

1995 
Enacted 

1996 
Estimate 

7 

$413 

$413 

$413 

6 

339 

338 

338 

9 

514 

507 

507 

1 

110 

110 

110 

4 

246 

240 

240 

3 

243 

243 

243 

6 

366 

366 

366 

3 

162 

253 

253 

7 

524 

516 

516 

1 

158 

158 

158 

5 

359 

363 

363 

6 

380 

325 

325 

11 

566 

568 

568 

$69 


$4,380 


$4,400 


Funding  by  Fiscal  Years 

(thousanos  of  dollars) 


215 
4,165 


4,400 


$4,400 


4,400 


COMMISSION  TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE $900,000 

The  amount  of  $900  thousand  is  requested  for  Commission  technical  assistance,  the  same 
amount  requested  since  FY  1993.  Technical  assistance  projects  ciit  across  ARC  program  lines 
and  provide  the  Commission  member  States  and  others  with  information  to  assist  policy  and 
program  development.  The  two  major  components  of  the  program  are  program  area  research 
and  regional  analysis  to  monitor  and  assess  factors  affecting  the  Appalachian  economy.  In 
addition,  the  Commission  may  support  technical  assistance  efforts  by  sponsoring  regional 
conferences  and  workshops  on  important  regional  development  topics. 

Program  Area  Research.  Priorities  for  program  area  research  are  developed  annually  by  the 
Commission.  Beginning  in  FY  1992  the  Research  Program  has  anticipated  the  development 
of  strategic  regional  initiatives  and  focused  on  telecommunications  technology  in  rural 
development  infiastructure,  tourism,  industrial  competitiveness,  and  strategic  planning. 
Funding  for  these  initiatives  has  often  followed  the  Commission's  major  annual  regional 
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conference.  After  the  November  1992  conference,  the  Commission  awarded  six  grants  to 
consortiums  of  industry  associations,  educational  institutions,  and  nonprofit  organizations  to 
undertake  demonstration  projects  that  address  competitiveness  issues  facing  Appalachian 
manufacturing  firms,  their  woricers,  and  the  communities  in  which  they  are  located.  Four  projects 
will  focus  on  enhancing  the  flow  and  use  of  industry  information  to  firms  and  business  assistance 
providers,  and  two  will  deal  with  the  design  and  development  of  innovative  worker  training 
programs.  Funding  was  also  approved  for  a  proposal  to  provide  evaluation  of  the  initiative. 
Tourism  development  is  emphasized  as  a  special  initiative  because  of  the  future  importance  of 
the  industry  to  Appalachia  and  to  take  advantage  of  the  unique  opportunities  to  attract  tourists 
who  will  be  attending  the  Olympics  in  Atlanta,  Georgia  in  1996.  Other  areas  for  research 
concern  include  international  competitiveness  and  exports,  the  children  of  Appalachia,  and 
business  and  industry  analyses. 

The  following  are  examples  of  projects  completed  during  the  past  fiscal  year. 

When  Low  Wages  Aren't  Enough  Anymore:  Prospects  for  Remote  Branch  Plant  Regions  in 
the  International  Economy.  Changes  in  international  trade  competition  will  affect  Appalachia's 
branch  plants  (manufacturing  facilities  owned  by  multi  establishment  corporations)  in  the  textiles, 
apparel,  food  processing,  and  automotive  parts  manufacturing  industries.  This  study  shows  that 
these  four  industries  in  the  Region  are  not  well  positioned  to  meet  global  competition.  The 
stability  and  longevity  of  a  branch  plant  is  related  to  its  origin:  whether  it  was  internally 
established  by  the  parent  corporation  or  acquired  as  part  of  a  corporate  merger.  In  two-thirds  of 
the  Appalachian  States,  the  share  of  establishments  comprised  of  branch  plants  exceeds  the 
regional  average.  Almost  one-third  of  all  establishments  in  South  Carolina  are  made  up  of 
branch  plants,  compared  with  only  17  percent  in  Pennsylvania.  Appalachian  Alabama,  North  and 
South  Carolina,  Georgia,  and  Mississippi  are  highly  dependent  on  large  nonlocally  owned 
employers. 

Building  Capacity  for  Intetfirm  Cooperation  in  Four  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
States.  Manufacturing  networks  or  interfirm  collaboration  has  gained  recognition  as  a  versatile 
and  significant  approach  for  achieving  industrial  modernization.  Kentucky,  Maryland,  Virginia, 
and  West  Virginia  collaborated  to  promote  the  use  of  manufacturing  networks  in  rural  areas.  The 
result  was  four  to  ten  public  and  private  representatives  from  each  State  becoming  a  learning 
network,  formulating  joint  projects,  and  exchanging  information.  Five  workshops  were  held  that 
covered  objectives  of  industrial  modernization  and  the  ability  of  networks  to  promote  those 
objectives,  identified  major  trade  and  business  organizations  and  interfirm  collaborations,  created 
and  managed  collaborative  projects,  examined  the  different  approaches  that  States  can  use  to 
promote  networking  among  manufacturing  firms,  and  developed  a  State  plan  for  promoting 
manufacturing  networks. 

Geographical  Information  Systems  in  Appalachia.  The  Commission  has  supported  GIS  in  local 
development  districts  to  enhance  their  planning  capabilities  for  economic  development.  A  four- 
volume  report  published  by  the  Commission  describes  the  capacity  of  GIS  in  the  Region's  LDDs, 
including  types  of  hardware  and  software  in  use,  the  status  of  database  development  and 
applications,  staffing  and  organizational  arrangements,  development  costs,  and  types  of  training 
received  by  GIS  personnel.  Major  apphcations  such  as  emergency  911,  tax  mapping,  and  land 
use  planning  are  described.    It  also  discusses  cooperative  arrangements  and  presents  anecdotal 
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cases  on  CIS  program  development  A  typical  training  agenda  is  formulated  and  the  potential 
beneHts  of  establishing  a  program  are  quantified.  An  overview  of  developing  CIS  technology 
and  its  future  is  discussed.  The  repoit  also  lists  governmental  CIS  users  in  each  LDD  and  gives 
sources  for  database  maps. 

Children  in  Appalachia:  Current  Conditions  and  Recent  Trends  1990.  In  1990,  there  were 
about  5  million  Appalachian  children.  As  a  percentage  of  the  Region's  total  population,  children 
represent  about  a  quarter  of  the  residents,  although  their  numbers  have  declined  by  1 1  percent 
since  1980.  This  report  contains  tabular  and  graphic  summaries  of  1980  and  1990  county-level 
census  data  on  income  and  poverty,  household  structure,  education,  and  population  by  age  group. 
Some  of  the  findings  include:  78  percent  of  Appalachian  children  live  with  two  parents, 
compared  with  75  percent  for  the  U.S.;  about  one  in  five  children  live  below  the  poverty  line, 
however  younger  children,  black  children,  and  those  living  in  mother-only  families  are  more 
likely  to  live  in  poverty;  and  family  incomes  in  Appalachia  ($37,827)  average  considerably  below 
those  of  families  in  the  United  States  ($46,878). 

Regional  Analysis.  The  Conunission  is  a  unique  repository  of  information  about  the  entire 
Appalachian  Region  and  its  economy.  It  compiles,  maintains,  and  analyzes  data  on  the  Region 
from  county  level  information  collected  by  the  US  government  and  others.  The  data  are  used 
to  compare  Appalachia  with  the  rest  of  the  United  States  on  important  measures  like  industrial 
composition,  population  change,  migration,  labor  force,  income,  and  poverty.  Regional  analysis 
activities  enable  the  Commission  to  continually  assess  social  and  economic  factors  affecting  the 
Region,  to  assist  policy  and  program  development,  and  to  provide  information  about  the  Region 
to  the  States,  Congress,  and  the  public.  Examples  of  work  completed  under  regional  analysis 
include  the  following. 

Distressed  and  Top-Performing  Counties.  Since  Commission  policy  in  part  addresses  the  most 
severely  distressed  areas  of  the  Region,  data  are  assessed  annually  to  describe  the  strongest  and 
weakest  areas.  The  Commission  analyzes  data  from  the  1990  Census  to  determine  how  the 
distressed  counties  have  fared  over  time  and  to  consider  updated  designations  of  eligible  counties 
or  other  program  policies.  In  the  past,  three  indicators,  the  latest  per  capita  market  income,  the 
1990  poverty  rate,  and  the  latest  three- year  average  unemployment  rate,  have  been  used  as  a 
composite  variable  to  analyze  the  performance  of  the  nation's  and  Appalachia's  counties.  This 
analysis  enabled  the  Commission  to  test  the  appropriateness  of  its  designations  of  distressed 
counties  in  ARC  programs.  The  analysis  divided  counties  into  five  performance  categories  which 
were  mapped  to  identify  clusters  of  distressed  and  strong  areas  in  the  United  States.  The  maps 
have  been  used  by  the  public  and  private  sector  to  assess  the  strength  of  the  economies  in 
different  parts  of  the  nation. 

Employment  Change  by  Industry  Sector.  The  Commission  continues  to  compare  changes  in  the 
Appalachian  economy  from  the  early  1980's  to  the  present.  An  analysis  of  Appalachian 
employment  by  industry  between  1980  and  1991  shows  growth  has  not  occurred  uniformly  and 
its  pace  varies  across  areas.  The  Region  is  still  more  dependent  than  the  United  States  on 
manufacturing  employment,  but  that  dependence  has  declined  from  37  percent  of  total 
employment  in  1980  to  27  percent  in  1991.  About  20  percent  of  the  nation's  workforce  in 
industries  covered  by  County  Business  Patterns  reporting  was  employed  in  manufacturing  in 
1991.   The  subregions  experienced  the  greatest  swings  in  employment  change  over  the  decade. 
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Northern  Appalachia  lost  manufacturing  jobs  and  replaced  them  with  service  jobs  in  the  1980s. 
Income  levels  ceased  to  grow  as  fast  as  in  the  nation  because  the  new  jobs  were  lower  paying. 
Central  Appalachia  witnessed  a  decline  in  population,  jobs,  income,  and  the  civilian  labor  force, 
especially  in  the  coal  fields  and  the  Ohio  Valley.  However,  even  in  Central  Appalachia,  not  all 
economic  change  was  negative.  Central  Tennessee  and  the  southwestern  portion  of  Appalachian 
Kentucky  experienced  positive  economic  growth  spurred  by  new  manufacturing  plants.  Southern 
Appalachia  gained  population,  jobs,  and  civilian  labor  force.  By  1991,  there  were  mote 
manufacturing  jobs  in  Southern  Appalachian  (1,028,000)  than  in  Northern  Appalachia  (703,000). 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


Salaries  and  Expenses 

(thousands  of  dollars) 


Appropriation 
Obligations 


1994 
Actual 

$3,384 

$3,175 


1995 
Enacted 

$3,600 

$3,888 


1996 
Request 

$3,645 

$3,645 


Change 
from  1995 

$+45 

$-243 


The  salaries  and  expenses  appropriation  provides  for  the  full  cost  of  the  Federal  Co-Chairman 
and  immediate  staff  and  the  contribution  by  the  Federal  government  of  fifty  percent  of  the 
administrative  expenses  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission.  It  also  provides  for  the  full 
cost  of  operations  of  the  Office  of  Inspector  General.  The  budget  request  for  1996  is  for  $3,645 
million. 


Federal  Co-Chainnan: 

A.  Immediate  Staff 

B.  Inspector  General 

Subtotal,  Federal  Co- 
Chairman 

Commission  Administrative 
Expenses  (50  percent 
Federal  contribution) 

Appropriation 

Use  of  prior  year  balance 

Total  Obligation 


Salaries  and  Expenses 

(thousands  of  dollars) 

1994 
Actual 

1995 
Enacted 

1996 
Request 

Change 
from  1995 

$722 

$800 

$   825 

$   +25 

380 

400 

420 

+20 

$1,102 

$1,200 

$1,245 

$   +45 

$2.282 

3,384 

-209 

$3,175 


2.400 
$3,600 

+288 
$3,888 


2.400 
$3,645 

:0; 

$3,645 


-0- 

$   +45 

-288 

$-243 


FEDERAL  CO-CHAIRMAN  AND  STAFF 

The  request  of  $825,000  for  the  Federal  Co-Chairman  and  staff  provides  for  a  Federal  staff  of 
eight  persons  with  their  related  travel,  personnel  benefits,  and  other  costs.  The  Federal  Co- 
Chairman's  staff  is  paid  entirely  by  the  Federal  government  and  assists  in  carrying  out  the  Federal 
Co-Chairman's  responsibilities  including  handling  relationships  with  other  Federal  agencies,  the 
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Congress  and  the  States  and  the  financial  management  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Program  as  delegated  by  the  President. 

INSPECTOR  GENERAL 

The  Inspector  General  Act  Amendment  of  1988  (P.L.  100-504)  required  ARC  to  establish  an 
independent  Office  of  Inspector  General  in  FY  1989.  The  Inspector  General  reports  directly  to 
the  Federal  Co-Chairman. 

The  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  requests  $420,000  in  funding  for  FY  1996,  including  a  slight 
increase  over  the  total  requested  for  FY  1995.  The  level  requested  is  necessary  to  maintain  the 
current  level  of  Office  of  Inspector  General  operations,  which  includes  a  variety  of  headquarters 
and  grantee  reviews  that  are  performed  by  permanent  and  contract  audit  staff. 

APPALACHIAN  REGIONAL  COMMISSION  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

While  the  expenses  of  the  Federal  Co-Chairman's  immediate  staff  are  paid  solely  by  the  Federal 
government,  the  thirteen  States  of  the  Appalachian  Region  have  responsibility  for  providing  one- 
half  of  the  administrative  expenses  budget  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission.  The  States' 
share  is  provided  through  contributions  from  each  of  the  thirteen  Appalachian  States.  The  table 
below  reflects  the  status  of  all  administrative  costs  of  the  Commission  staff. 


State  Contribution 
Federal  Contribution 
Prior  year  balances  used 
TOTAL  OBLIGATIONS 


ARC  Administrative  Expenses 
(thousands  of  dollars) 

1994 
Enacted 

1995 
Reauest 

1996 
Request 

Change 
from  1995 

$2,282 

$2,400 

$2,400 

$   -0- 

$2,282 

2,400 

2,400 

-0- 

23 

339 

475 

+136 

$4,587 


$5,139 


$  5,275 


$  +136 


The  requested  Federal  contribution,  when  matched  by  State  contributions  and  the  use  of  prior 
year  balances,  will  provide  a  budget  for  1996  totalling  $5,275  million,  an  increase  of  $326,000 
from  1995.  This  will  support  a  staff  of  50  persons,  dovra  from  a  peak  of  1 15  persons  in  1980. 
The  estimates  by  object  class  are  as  follows. 
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ARC  Administrative  Expenses 

(thousands  of  dollars) 

1994 

Actual 

1995 
Enacted 

1996 
Estimate 

Change 
from  1996 

$2,433 

$3,029 

$3,057 

$+28 

572 

605 

702 

+97 

95 

105 

115 

+10 

573 

660 

645 

-15 

92 

165 

115 

-50 

112 

160 

172 

+12 

619 

295 

327 

+32 

71 

90 

92 

+2 

20 

30 

50 

+20 

Personnel  Compensation 

Personnel  Benefits 

Travel 

Rent  to  others 

Communications,  Utilities, 
etc. 

Printing 

Other  Services 

Supplies 

Equipment 

TOTAL  $4,587  $5,139  $5,275  $+136 

The  rationale  for  the  requested  increase  in  salary  and  benefits  is  to  anticipate  small  payroll 
increases  which  the  member  States  are  required  to  match,  costs  of  the  Commission  incentive  pay 
program,  and  an  anticipated  periodic  special  payment  of  $90,000  into  the  Commission  non- 
federal retirement  program.  Significant  savings  have  been  achieved  in  some  areas  of  operations, 
particularly  communications.  Increases  in  other  costs  reflect  increases  of  inflation  and  increased 
activity,  plus  the  need  for  the  Commission  to  significantly  improve  its  ADP  systems. 

Office  of  the  Executive  Director.  The  Executive  Director  is  the  chief  administrative  officer  of 
the  Commission  staff.  He  has  responsibilities  for  carrying  out  the  administrative  functions  of  the 
Commission,  for  direction  of  the  Commission  staff  and  for  assisting  the  Commission  and  the 
States  in  carrying  out  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Programs.  This  office  is 
responsible  for  the  overall  direction  of  Commission  staff  in  the  execution  of  Commission  policy 
including  program  development  and  the  review  of  State  plans  and  project  applications  from  the 
States.  Further,  the  Executive  Director  serves  as  principal  Commission  staff  advisor  to  the  States 
and  Federal  Co-Chairman  on  matters  relating  to  Commission  programs.  Also,  the  Commission's 
Personnel  Office  is  directly  under  the  administration  of  the  Executive  Director's  Office. 

Program  Operations.  This  unit  comprises  two  divisions  organized  by  program  activities  to 
handle  the  Commission's  responsibiUties  for  implementing  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Programs  at  the  Federal,  State  and  local  level.  These  divisions  are  Community 
Development  and  Human  Resources  Development.  Activities  within  these  divisions  include 
education,  training  and  manpower  recruitment,  community  development  for  distressed  counties, 
and  the  area  development  programs.  This  unit  is  also  responsible  for  supervising  the 
Commission's  technical  assistance  programs.  The  Program  Operations  unit  is  responsible  for  the 
review,  analysis,  and  processing  of  all  project  proposals  submitted  by  the  States  for  funding,  for 
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the  provision  of  technical  services  to  the  States  and  the  local  development  districts,  and  for 
program  monitoring  and  evaluation. 

The  professional  and  support  personnel  assigned  here  make  this  the  largest  operating  unit  within 
the  Commission.  Its  major  responsibility  is  to  provide  expeditious  handling  of  project  funding 
requests,  including  the  provision  of  technical  assistance  to  State  and  local  applicants. 

Program  Support.  Supporting  services  for  the  planning  and  operating  elements  are  provided 
by  two  units:  Office  of  General  Counsel,  and  the  Office  of  Fmance  and  Information  Services. 
The  Office  of  General  Counsel  provides  legal  review  of  projects  and  proposals  and  prepares  all 
contracts.  Upon  request,  the  office  also  counsels  the  Federal  Co-Chairman  and  individual  State 
members  on  legal  matters  pertaining  to  their  activities. 

The  Office  of  Finance  and  Information  Services  performs  all  financial,  accounting,  and  auditing 
review  functions  for  the  Commission's  program  and  administrative  operations,  as  well  as  the 
monitoring  and  administration  of  the  Commission's  Revolving  Loan  Funds  program.  This  unit 
fiirther  provides  for  the  development  of  management,  operating  and  regional  socio-economic  data 
relating  to  Commission  programs,  and  maintains  central  data  files  for  the  Commission.  This  unit 
is  also  responsible  for  supervising  the  Commission's  technical  assistance,  regional  research,  and 
analysis  programs.  Procurement,  supply,  clerical,  and  other  support  services  are  also  the 
responsibility  of  this  division. 

RELATIONSHIP  OF  ADMINISTRATIVE  TO  PROGRAM  COSTS 

"ITie  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Prog^m  is  unique  in  that  it  conducts  a  number  of 
diverse  programs  involving  several  Federal  agencies  and  bureaus.  In  conducting  these  programs, 
the  agencies  perform  varying  administrative  fimctions  for  which  they  are  reimbursed  from  the 
prograp  appropriation. 

The  costs  range  from  minimal  amounts  in  some  supplemental  grant  programs  where  the  various 
agencies  primarily  process  and  disburse  the  ARC  grant  as  an  adjunct  to  their  basic  grant,  to  the 
significant  costs  in  programs  where  Commission-financed  projects  constitute  the  bulk  of  work 
done.  The  following  table  shows  by  program  the  related  Federal  administrative  costs.  The 
current  Federal  administrative  and  other  staff  costs  in  1995  of  $6,183  million  are  equal  to  1.62 
percent  of  the  program's  total  costs.  The  thirteen  State  members  wiU  also  have  contributed  $2.4 
million  toward  the  Commission's  expenses  in  1995.  Even  with  these  costs,  the  percentage  of 
administrative  cost  of  total  Federal  appropriations  is  only  2.25  percent. 
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FY  1995 
(thousands  of  dollars) 

Activity 

Federal 

Program 

Costs 

Administration 
Costs 

Total 
Obligation 

Appalachian  Regional  Etevelopment 
Program: 

A.   Highways 

$235,279 

$1,600 

$236,879 

B.   Area  Economic  and  Human  Resources 
Development  Program 

133.055 

695 

133,750 

C.  LDD  and  Technical  Assistance 

6,531 
$374,865 



6.531 

Subtotal 

$2,295 

$377,160 

Salaries  and  Expenses 



3.888 

3.888 

TOTAL  FEDERAL  COSTS 

$374,865 

$6,183 

$381,048 

Percent  of  Cost 

98.38 

1.62 

100.00 
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Tuesday,  February  28, 1995. 

TENNESSEE  VALLEY  AUTHORITY 

WITNESSES 

CRAVEN  CROWELL,  CHAIRMAN 
WILLIAM  H.  KENNOY,  DIRECTOR 
JOHNNY  HAYES,  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  Rogers  [presiding].  We  are  pleased  to  welcome  you  to  the 
subcommittee.  We  have  Craven  Crowell,  the  Chairman  of  the  Ten- 
nessee Valley  Authority;  and  Bill  Kennoy,  Director;  and  Johnny 
Hayes,  Director,  and  your  staffs.  We  will  be  happy  to  hear  your 
opening  remarks  and  then  we  will  proceed  with  questioning. 

Mr.  Crowell.  I  have  submitted  testimony  to  you  for  the  record 
and  I  thought  I  might  abbreviate  that  to  some  extent  if  that  is 
okay  with  the  Chair. 

Mr.  Rogers.  That  is  fme. 

Opening  Statement — Craven  Crowell 

Mr.  Crowell.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

My  colleagues  on  the  Board  of  Directors,  Johnny  Hayes  and  Bill 
Kennoy,  and  I  are  pleased  to  meet  with  you  today.  The  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  is  a  unique  Federal  corporation  serving  the  south- 
east of  the  Nation.  TVA  is  known  for  its  highly  competitive  electric 
power  system.  We  also  control  floods,  manage  Federal  lands,  en- 
sure the  safety  of  dams  and  carry  on  other  responsibilities  impor- 
tant to  the  Nation's  economic  strength. 

Because  TVA  is  a  Federal  corporation,  and  part  of  the  rapidly 
changing  electric  utility  industry,  we  are  driven  by  the  same  sense 
of  discipline,  the  same  business  philosophy,  that  makes  a  private 
corporation  successful. 

As  a  successful  corporation,  we  work  to  give  the  best  possible 
service  at  the  lowest  feasible  price.  As  a  world-class  corporation,  we 
measure  our  progress  and  improve  our  performance  using  bench- 
marks and  key  business  indicators.  As  an  innovative  corporation, 
we  avoid  duplicating  the  work  of  other  State  or  Federal  agencies. 
And  as  a  competitive  corporation,  we  keep  a  sharp  focus  on  our 
customers  and  their  requirements. 

Our  customers  are  your  customers,  because  American  taxpayers 
are  the  ultimate  customers  for  every  penny  Congress  appropriates 
to  us. 

We  appreciate  your  duty,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  your  re-examination 
of  government  operations,  to  ensure  that  our  customers  are  getting 
full  value  for  their  money. 

Today,  we  welcome  this  opportunity  to  explain  the  full  value  of 
TVA,  starting  first  with  TVA's  power  system. 
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Although  no  Federal  appropriations  are  used  by  our  power  sys- 
tem, energy  production  is  the  biggest  part  of  TVA  by  far  and  it  is 
a  critical  measure  of  our  success. 

In  1994,  we  generated  126  billion  kilowatt  hours  of  electricity, 
enough  to  meet  the  needs  of  8  million  people  across  our  service 
area. 

Over  the  last  eight  years,  we  have  invested  heavily  to  modernize 
our  facilities  and  increased  our  power  production  by  28  percent. 

During  that  same  period,  we  cut  our  payroll  by  50  percent  and 
kept  our  power  rates  among  the  most  competitive  in  the  Nation.  By 
the  end  of  1997,  we  will  complete  a  full  decade  without  a  single 
rate  increase.  These  accomplishments  place  TVA  in  a  league  with 
the  Nation's  top  utilities. 

As  important  as  our  power  system  is  to  the  customers  of  TVA 
electricity,  our  mission  goes  far  beyond  power  production.  Like  any 
company  with  a  sound  strategic  plan,  TVA  seeks  to  capitalize  on 
all  of  its  competitive  strengths.  The  great  strength  of  our  region  is 
the  power  and  beauty  of  the  Tennessee  River  Basin,  and  TVA  is 
known  around  the  world  for  harnessing  its  resources  in  ways  that 
benefit  the  region  and  our  Nation's  economy. 

Our  wide-ranging  responsibilities  require  us  to  help  keep  lakes 
and  rivers  clean,  manage  the  smooth  flow  of  commerce,  promote 
business  growth,  and  provide  other  benefits  I  will  talk  about  today. 
These  are  national  responsibilities  that  have  a  significant  public 
impact. 

When  the  Mississippi  and  Ohio  Rivers  overflowed  two  years  ago, 
TVA  restrained  the  flow  from  the  Tennessee  River,  saving  billions 
of  dollars  and  who  knows  how  many  lives. 

When  the  1988  drought  stalled  hundreds  of  barges  headed  to- 
ward the  Mississippi,  TVA  released  water  that  helped  keep  the 
Mississippi  flowing,  saving  millions  of  dollars  for  shippers  and 
American  consumers. 

TVA  manages  its  national  responsibilities  efficiently.  We  operate 
with  low  overhead.  We  work  as  partners  with  the  people  we  serve. 
And  we  balance  the  needs  of  the  economy  and  the  environment. 

Through  our  work  in  recreation,  business  development,  and  re- 
gional flood  control,  all  within  a  single  major  watershed,  TVA  com- 
bines the  functions  of  the  Park  Service,  the  Commerce  Department, 
and  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  We  believe  we  are  setting  a  national 
example  of  how  Federal  Government  ought  to  work  and  can  work. 

To  support  TVA's  five  major  Federal  responsibilities,  the  admin- 
istration proposes  $140.5  million  for  fiscal  year  1996.  $70.3  million 
is  for  TVA's  stewardship  of  Federal  dams  and  lands.  $10.9  million 
is  to  improve  river  navigation  and  manage  the  land  along  the 
shores  of  the  Tennessee  River.  $6.2  million  is  for  Land  Between  the 
Lakes  national  recreation  area.  $32.3  million  is  for  research  to  pro- 
vide solutions  to  environmental  problems,  making  regulations  easi- 
er to  comply  with,  and  more  grounded  in  scientific  fact. 

And  $20.8  million  is  for  economic  development,  targeting  eco- 
nomically distressed  populations  who  remain  at  a  distinct  dis- 
advantage over  the  rest  of  the  Nation. 

Let  me  talk  briefly  about  what  TVA  does  in  each  of  these  areas, 
why  we  do  it,  and  who  benefits. 
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Stewardship  accounts  for  more  than  half  of  $140  miUion  pro- 
posed by  the  administration  for  TVA.  The  Federal  Government 
owns  48  dams  along  the  Tennessee  River,  and  TVA  prevents  bil- 
lions of  dollars  in  flood  damages  by  operating  these  facilities  in 
harmony  with  rainfall,  seasonal  change,  and  the  needs  of  river 
commerce. 

Dams  are  valuable  investments  that  benefit  our  entire  Nation. 
Keeping  them  in  good  working  condition  is  a  job  that  someone  has 
to  do,  whether  it  is  TVA  or  someone  else.  TVA  has  a  long  and  prov- 
en record  of  successful  stewardship  for  these  national  assets.  And 
with  half  of  them  more  than  50  years  old,  our  extensive  ongoing 
monitoring  and  inspection  activities  are  essential  to  ensuring  their 
structural  integrity. 

Besides  maintaining  our  dams,  TVA  also  protects  11,000  miles  of 
shoreline  along  lakes  and  rivers  and  we  take  a  lead  role  in  main- 
taining water  quality  throughout  our  region. 

TVA  also  sets  the  standard  for  river  navigation  in  the  United 
States.  Our  navigation  facilities  help  reduce  the  strain  on  Federal 
highways  and  maintaining  these  facilities  is  important  to  the  Na- 
tion's economy. 

TVA  manages  a  system  of  14  locks  along  the  Tennessee  River, 
and  last  year  about  34,000  barges  traveled  this  waterway.  Several 
of  these  locks  need  modifications  and  part  of  the  $10.9  million  re- 
quest for  TVA's  water  and  land  projects  would  begin  these  nec- 
essary structural  improvements.  TVA  also  is  responsive  to  the 
needs  of  riverfront  property  owners,  and  our  management  practices 
are  a  recognized  model  for  how  to  protect  a  fragile  environment 
while  ensuring  its  commercial  viability. 

By  ensuring  the  health  and  viability  of  the  650-mile-long  Ten- 
nessee River,  both  our  region  and  the  Nation  enjoy  the  benefits  of 
a  clean  and  productive  river  system,  the  Nation's  fifth  largest. 

Only  a  Federal  corporation  like  TVA  has  the  authority  to  ensure 
a  wise  and  productive  balance  between  those  whose  demands  on 
the  river  are  sometimes  in  conflict.  And  I  believe  that  only  TVA 
has  the  experience  to  achieve  this  balance  consistently  and  more 
economically  than  any  other  public  entity. 

TVA  also  manages  the  Land  Between  the  Lakes  recreation  area 
in  Tennessee  and  Kentucky.  LBL  is  our  Nation's  largest  uninter- 
rupted stretch  of  public  forest  between  the  Rockies  and  the  Appa- 
lachian Mountains  and  one-third  of  our  Nation  lives  within  a  day's 
drive. 

LBL  offers  tourists  the  best  features  of  a  national  park,  a  na- 
tional forest,  and  a  fish  and  wildlife  refuge  all  rolled  into  one.  Last 
year,  LBL  attracted  people  from  all  50  States  and  more  than  60 
percent  of  its  2.4  million  visitors  traveled  a  hundred  miles  or  more 
to  get  there.  The  $6.2  million  proposed  for  TVA's  management  of 
this  land  covers  only  part  of  the  operating  costs.  TVA  charges  user 
fees  that  covered  20  percent  of  our  operating  costs  in  1994.  We  ex- 
pect these  fees  to  cover  30  percent  of  our  costs  this  year,  and  35 
percent  next  year. 

Our  costs-per-visitor  are  low  compared  to  other  national  parks 
and  recreation  areas,  and  that  is  one  reason  we  believe  TVA  is  the 
best  manager  for  this  valuable  national  asset.  In  addition  to  man- 
aging environmental  resources,  TVA  also  directs  scientific  research 
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to  help  solve  environmental  problems  and  help  businesses  comply 
with  environmental  regulation. 

This  important  research  spreads  practical  benefits  well  beyond 
the  southeast.  But  I  want  to  emphasize  our  efforts  to  avoid  dupli- 
cating the  efforts  of  others.  TVA's  environmental  research  center  in 
Muscle  Shoals,  Alabama  takes  the  same  hard-nosed  approach  to 
business  planning  that  all  our  operations  do. 

Before  we  commit  to  a  research  project,  we  give  it  the  acid  test 
by  asking  two  important  questions:  is  the  project  unique?  And  is 
it  likely  to  yield  cost-effective  environmental  benefits?  If  a  proposed 
project  fails  either  of  these  tests,  it  won't  be  a  part  of  our  business 
plan.  As  for  the  projects  we  do  commit  to,  we  insist  on  collaborating 
with  universities.  Federal  agencies,  and  other  corporate  partners. 

This  not  only  prevents  duplication,  it  also  allows  scientists  from 
outside  TVA  to  join  our  research  efforts  and  spread  the  benefits  of 
our  projects  to  more  people. 

Now  let  me  tell  about  two  of  the  most  significant  projects  at 
TVA's  environmental  research  center  and  the  national  benefits 
they  generate.  Our  center  is  leading  a  major  scientific  study  of  the 
source  of  ground-level  ozone  pollution.  Ground-level  ozone  is  a 
major  cause  of  crop  and  forest  damage  and  it  is  a  health  hazard 
to  63  million  Americans.  Our  research  may  be  able  to  document  ge- 
ographic differences  in  ozone  pollution.  For  instance,  in  some  areas 
of  the  country,  trees  and  other  natural  sources  contribute  more  to 
ozone  pollution  than  do  man-made  sources. 

This  kind  of  scientific  data  is  critical  for  air  quality  regulators 
who  may  be  forced  to  limit  business  growth  in  the  97  areas  nation- 
wide where  ozone  is  excessive  and  dozens  of  other  cities  that  are 
close  to  the  legal  limit. 

The  EPA's  annual  inventory  of  States  with  high  toxic  gas  emis- 
sions highlights  another  major  problem  we  are  working  on,  one 
that  is  especially  significant  to  small-  and  medium-sized  businesses 
who  can't  afford  expensive  methods  for  reducing  their  toxic  gas 
emissions.  TVA's  environmental  research  center  has  come  up  with 
an  alternative.  It  is  a  unique  biofilter  that  uses  poultry  litter  and 
pine  bark  to  create  a  chemical  reaction  which  removes  98  percent 
of  toxic  gases  within  two  minutes. 

Our  environmental  research  center  developed  and  tested  this 
breakthrough  technology.  We  will  soon  encourage  other  companies 
to  market  it  nationwide  as  a  low-cost  way  for  small  companies  to 
meet  clean  air  requirements. 

While  I  am  on  the  subject,  I  should  at  least  mention  one  other 
important  research  field  focusing  on  nonpoint  source  water  pollu- 
tion. TVA  experts  know  from  their  own  experience  on  the  Ten- 
nessee River  that  the  biggest  threat  to  clean  water  is  the  agricul- 
tural and  industrial  pollution  that  comes  from  many  sources,  and 
which  collectively  causes  big  problems. 

Our  environmental  research  center  is  working  on  an  economical 
way  to  prevent  this  pollution  and  reduce  the  impact  of  agricultural 
runoff  into  the  Nation's  rivers  so  farmers  won't  be  burdened  with 
additional  regulatory  requirements. 

All  told,  about  $32  million  is  proposed  to  support  research  at 
TVA's  environmental  research  center.  This  research  benefits  our 
Nation  as  a  whole  and  may  lead  to  other  less  burdensome  ways 
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that  businesses  and  communities  can  comply  with  environmental 
regulations. 

The  $20.8  million  proposed  for  TVA's  economic  development  ef- 
fort is  targeted  toward  assisting  economically  distressed  popu- 
lations. More  than  55  percent  of  the  people  in  the  TVA  region  live 
in  rural  areas  and  their  average  income  is  27  percent  below  the  na- 
tional average.  Even  worse,  over  18  percent  of  the  rural  people  in 
our  part  of  the  country  live  in  poverty  compared  to  13  percent  in 
the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

Rural  citizens  should  not  have  to  move  into  metropolitan  areas 
to  survive.  Over  two-thirds  of  our  appropriated  resources  for  eco- 
nomic development  are  used  to  help  address  the  serious  gaps  in 
services  facing  this  rural  population. 

Our  business  development  programs  provide  the  necessary  link- 
age of  resources  through  specialized  work  force  training,  small 
business  development,  telecommunications  systems,  and  strategic 
planning  initiatives.  One  example  would  be  TVA's  small  business 
development  centers  which  have  created  hundreds  of  new  jobs 
through  new  business  startups  by  providing  an  environment  with 
a  strong  technical  support  system.  These  centers  produce  a  success 
rate  of  90  percent  of  all  new  business  startups,  clearly  much  better 
than  the  37  percent  national  success  rate  for  new  businesses. 

TVA  also  targets  its  economic  development  program  toward  Afri- 
can-Americans living  in  our  region  whose  income  averages  half 
that  of  whites,  and  whose  poverty  level  is  three  times  higher  than 
the  rest  of  the  Nation. 

For  example,  TVA  works  closely  with  local  agencies  to  develop 
work  force  and  computer  skills  for  people  with  low  incomes.  This 
is  not  a  handout  but  a  focused  effort  to  address  a  serious  economic 
problem  and  to  prepare  disadvantaged  people  for  better  opportuni- 
ties. Our  economic  development  efforts  are  guided  by  the  same 
businesslike  principles  that  govern  every  part  of  TVA.  Principles 
like  operating  efficiently,  cultivating  partnerships  with  local  com- 
munities, leveraging  investments  to  promote  long-term  growth. 
And  avoiding  duplication  of  work  being  done  by  public  or  private 
organizations. 

Every  dollar  we  invest  is  matched  by  at  least  $3  from  the  public 
or  private  sector.  And  because  our  economic  development  special- 
ists live  in  the  communities  they  serve,  they  rely  on  local  partners 
who  have  a  stake  in  our  success. 

As  I  have  said,  no  Federal  funds  go  into  TVA's  power  program. 
We  may  be  a  corporation  owned  by  the  Federal  Government  but 
the  power  we  sell  is  not  subsidized.  Those  who  use  electricity  in  the 
TVA  service  area  pay  all  the  costs,  the  full  costs,  of  generation, 
transmission,  and  financing  facilities. 

That  is  how  TVA  has  operated  since  1959  and  TVA  is  still  paying 
back  the  government  for  powerplants  built  before  then. 

And  our  integrated  approach  to  managing  our  national  assets 
continues  to  bolster  our  Nation's  economy  and  environment  because 
we  run  our  operations  like  a  business,  we  avoid  duplicating  the 
work  of  others,  and  we  continually  fine-tune  our  focus  on  our  cus- 
tomers, because  they  are  the  people  we  all  must  serve. 
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Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  this  opportunity  to  hear  about 
TVA.  My  board  colleagues  and  I  will  be  glad  to  answer  any  ques- 
tions that  you  may  have. 

Mr.  Myers  [presiding].  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  apologize  for 
having  to  miss  the  first  part  of  your  testimony.  I  read  ahead  be- 
cause I  knew  something  like  this  would  probably  happen. 

Mr.  Crowell.  I  understand  that  you  have  been  quite  busy  in  the 
last  60  days  or  so. 

Mr.  Myers.  Do  either  of  your  colleagues  have  anything  at  this 
point? 

Mr.  Bevill. 

TVA  DEBT 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And  I  am  sorry  I  missed  part  of  your  testimony,  Mr.  Chairman, 
but  I  am  familiar  with  your  work  and  the  good  job  that  you  all  do. 
And  I  wish  you  would  give  us  a  little  more  information  on  where 
you  are  on  the  payments  that  you  make  to  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  payment  that  TVA  has  always  made  to  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, particularly  those  for  the  future,  the  immediate  future. 

Mr.  Crowell.  As  you  are  aware,  Mr.  Bevill,  in  1959  when  TVA 
became  self-fmancing,  we  issued  our  own  bonds  and  they  are  is- 
sued and  backed  by  the  ratepayers  of  the  Tennessee  Valley.  All  the 
investments  made  prior  to  1959,  from  1933  to  1959,  we  got  a  sched- 
ule to  repay  the  Federal  Gk)vemment  and  we  are  still  doing  that. 

And  it  might  be  interesting  for  me  to  provide  to  the  committee 
a  listing  of  all  of  those  payments  with  interest,  because  I  think  it 
might  be  quite  interesting  to  see  how  much  we  have  returned  so 
far  to  the  Federal  Government.  And  we  have  a  schedule  that  we 
are  on  which  will  result  in  us  paying  back  the  government  on  what 
was  invested  prior  to  1959. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  wish  you  would  do  that.  It  would  be  very  helpful 
for  the  committee  to  see  that.  And  include  in  that  what  you  in  the 
future 

Mr.  Crowell.  Okay. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Some  of  the  changes  that  you  have  made.  I  under- 
stand that  you  are  going  to  be  moving  out  more  in  1997  and  paying 
more. 

Mr.  Crowell.  Yes,  what  we  are  doing  in  1997  is  that  we  are  set- 
ting a  cap — we  have  a  $26  billion  debt  now  and  we  are  going  to 
cap  it  in  1997  and  have  a  plan  after  that  to  start  reducing  it.  But 
that  debt  is  the  debt  on  bonds  issued  by  TVA  and  not  backed  by 
the  U.S.  Government. 

Mr.  Bevill.  All  right. 

Mr.  Crowell.  There  is  another  payment  schedule  to  repay  the 
government  for  assets  that  we  had  prior  to  1959  so  I  will  be  happy 
to  provide  both  of  those  to  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Section  15d(e)  of  the  TVA  Act,  which  was  enacted  as  part  of  the  1959  TVA  self- 
financing  law,  requires  TVA  to  repay  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  each  year  a  portion  of 
the  "appropriation  investment"  in  the  TVA  power  system  until  one  billion  dollars 
has  been  repaid.  The  "appropriation  investment"  reflects  appropriations  made  for 
power  system  capital  improvements  prior  to  1959  and  transfers  of  Federal  property 
to  the  system  which  were  paid  for  with  appropriated  funds. 

The  power  system's  repayment  schedule  is — 
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Fiscal  years:  MUUons 

1961-1965 $10 

1966-1970 15 

1970-2014 20 

In  addition,  each  year  the  power  system  also  pays  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  a  "return" 
in  the  nature  of  an  annual  dividend  calculated  by  multiplying  the  unpaid  portion 
of  the  total  "appropriation  investment"  times  the  Treasury's  average  interest  rate 
for  the  previous  fiscal  year. 

From  fiscal  year  1961  through  fiscal  year  1994,  TVA  has  repaid  $610  million  of 
the  appropriation  investment  and  paid  $2,181  million  as  a  return  on  that  invest- 
ment. 

TVA  POWER  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  do  not  compete  with  private  industry,  you  have 
your  own  area  just  like  you  have  had  since  1959? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Right.  We  have  a  defined  service  area. 

Mr.  Bevill.  But  you  do  help  private  industry  and  others  when 
they  call  on  you  to  wheel  power  to  them  if  they  have  problems  and 
have  insufficient  power  or  insufficient  heat  or  any  kind  of  problem? 
This  is  something  you  do  when  called  upon? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Well,  we  do  that  and  there  are  some  regulations 
how  we  can  price  the  transmission.  As  part  of  the  1959  act,  there 
are  14  utilities  that  we  have  interchange  agreements  with,  and  we 
are  permitted  to  continue  those.  So  we  share  power  back  and  forth 
between  those  14  utilities  and  will  continue  to  do  that. 

So  the  answer  to  your  question  is,  yes,  we  do  that  as  a  routine 
matter  and  will  continue  to  do  that,  obviously.  And  there  are  some 
regulations  from  FERC  on  using  transmission  lines  to  get  power 
from  one  utility  to  another  which  we  adhere  to  also. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  While  we  are  on  that  subject,  aren't  you  in  the  net 
for  the  wheeling?  Don't  you  wheel  power  when  somebody  needs 
power?  You  sell  power? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Yes,  we  do. 

Mr.  Myers.  Do  you  ever  buy  power? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Yes,  particularly  with  those  14  utilities  that  were 
part  of  that  1959  act.  We  go  both  ways.  We  wheel  to  them  and  they 
wheel  to  us.  We  have  interchange  agreements,  and  that  is  a  rou- 
tine business  practice  for  us. 

Mr.  Hayes.  We  are  a  net  seller  of  power.  We  haven't  been  for  the 
last  two  years,  but  we  do  sell  a  little  bit.  But  we  do  this  on  a  daily 
basis. 

privatization 

Mr.  Knollenberg.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Gentlemen,  thank  you  for  your  testimony.  I  am  a  little  bit  unfa- 
miliar with  TVA,  and  obviously  you  are  going  to  have  to  help  me 
along  some  of  the  steps  here.  But  I  noticed  in  your  testimony,  you 
mentioned  that  you  are  stressing  the  corporate  side  of  TVA  and  yet 
I  know  that  you  are  here  asking  for  money. 

I  recognize  there  are  some  reasons  for  that.  I  recognize  that 
there  is  a  function  here  that  works  very  much — mirrored  like  a  pri- 
vate corporation  would.  On  the  other  hand,  a  private  corporation, 
obviously,  generates  profits. 
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Let's  just  think  for  a  bit.  Could  a  private  corporation  do  what  you 
currently  do  under  the  so-called,  quote,  corporate  sets  of  things  at 
the  present  time?  What  would  be  your  thoughts  about  the  positives 
or  the  negatives  of  privatizing  TVA? 

Mr.  Crowell.  I  could  take  quite  a  bit  of  time  discussing  that 
with  you,  but  let  me  answer  your  question  as  quickly  as  I  can. 

As  I  mentioned  about  the  1959  act,  what  happened  in  1959  was 
that  TVA  was  given  a  defined  service  area,  and  that  the  new  as- 
sets, the  power  facilities  and  transmission  lines  that  were  pur- 
chased after  that,  were  purchased  by  issuing  bonds  that  were 
backed  by  TVA.  They  are  not  part  of  the  national  debt.  And,  there 
has  always  been  some  confusion  about  this  particular  issue  because 
they  are  not  backed  by  the  full  faith  and  credit  of  the  U.S.  (jovem- 
ment. 

The  privatization  issue  is  one  of  those  issues  that  maybe  inter- 
esting to  talk  about,  but  it  is  a  very  complex  issue  because  TVA 
owns  hydro,  fossil,  and  nuclear  facilities  and  has  a  debt  of  $26  bil- 
lion. Seventeen  billion  of  that  debt  is  attributable  to  the  nuclear 
program. 

If  you  were  to  come  in  and  try  to  privatize  TVA,  you  might  find 
some  companies  willing  to  buy  some  of  the  assets,  but  I  don't  think 
you  would  find  anybody  willing  to  purchase  the  nuclear  program 
and  assume  that  debt. 

That  was  the  situation  that  they  found  in  Great  Britain  with  the 
privatization  of  electric  utilities.  They  have  still  not  been  able  to 
privatize  the  nuclear  portion  of  it.  In  fact  there  is  a  10  percent  sur- 
charge that  is  given  to  nuclear  to  make  it  profitable  as  a  govern- 
ment subsidy  to  it. 

And  so  I  think  you  would  find  a  situation  in  which  some  people 
would  like  to  come  and  buy  some  of  the  plants,  take  the  cream  and 
leave  the  skim  to  the  taxpayers.  The  taxpayers  would  end  up,  I  be- 
lieve, in  a  bailout  situation  involving  the  nuclear  program.  So  there 
are  a  lot  of  other  issues  that  we  could  talk  about  regarding  privat- 
ization. Let  me  mention  one  other  thing,  the  assets  of  the  Ten- 
nessee Valley  Authority  were  purchased  from  the  electric  bills  col- 
lected from  people  inside  the  Tennessee  Valley  region,  the  defined 
region.  So  in  some  ways  it  would  certainly  look  unfair  to  sell  the 
assets  that  were  purchased  by  a  specific  group  of  people  and  dis- 
tribute the  revenue  from  that  nationwide.  And  since  privatization 
does  not  affect  our  bonds,  does  not  affect  the  national  debt,  there 
doesn't  seem  to  be  any  practical  reason  to  do  it. 

I  say  to  you  that  we  could  discuss  this  for  a  long  time  but  I 
would  say  that  it  is  a  very  complex  undertaking  and  not  something 
that  is  simple.  I  think  the  debt  itself  makes  it  impractical,  and  I 
think  it  would  just  be  a  tough  proposition,  a  tough  nut  to  crack  if 
you  started  trjdng  to  do  that.  I  am  certainly  not  recommending 
that.  It  is  something  that  I  think  would  be  more  complex  than 
might  be  realized  at  first  look. 

Mr.  Knollenberg.  You  think  that  some  segments  of  it  might  be 
easily  privatized,  but  taken  as  a  lump,  you  would  have  some  dif- 
ficulty? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Yes.  I  think  if  you  look  at  the  Great  Britain  expe- 
rience, I  think  you  would  find  some  private  companies  that  would 
be  eager  to  purchase  some  parts  of  it,  but  you  might  find  out  that 


175 

you  would  find  no  investors  for  the  nuclear  program.  Then  the  tax- 
payers might  end  up  owning  that  as  a  stand-alone  entity  which 
would  not  be  very  helpful  or  practical. 

APPROPRIATED  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  Knollenberg.  Do  you  have  any  objection  to  being  confused 
at  times  or  maybe  boxed  in  the  same  square  with  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission,  the  ARC?  Is  there  any  confusion  on  the  part 
of  people's  minds  about  the  way  you  are  structured  and  the  way 
they  are  structured? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Yes.  I  think  that  what  causes  that  is  the  $5.3  bil- 
lion a  year  that  is  generated  in  revenue  for  our  power  program, 
and  the  $140  million  in  appropriated  funding,  which  is  what  we  are 
here  appearing  about  today.  Two  percent  of  our  entire  budget  is 
what  we  are  here  talking  about  today.  We  are  not  talking  about  the 
98  percent  in  power  revenue. 

So  the  corporation  is  very  large  in  electric  generation  and  trans- 
mission and  sales,  but  is  very  small  in  the  appropriated  programs. 
Now  you  may  ask,  why  do  you  need  appropriated  programs? 

Mr.  Knollenberg.  You  just  took  the  question  out  of  my  mouth. 

Mr.  Crowell.  TVA  is  very  unique.  We  have  the  responsibility  for 
a  650-mile  river  stretch  of  the  Tennessee  River.  We  have  dams 
along  there  which  are  owned  by  the  Federal  Government,  by  the 
taxpayers.  We  have  land  that  is  owned  by  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment— 170,000  acres  at  LBL  which  is  owned  by  the  people  of  the 
United  States,  not  the  ratepayers  in  that  service  area.  It  is  owned 
by  them  too,  but  as  a  collective  group. 

It  is  the  taxpayers  of  the  United  States  that  own  them  and  some- 
body must  maintain  those  facilities.  We  cannot  just  walk  away 
from  them.  And  we  have  more  experience  than  anybody  else  in 
doing  that.  And  we,  therefore,  can  do  it  more  efficiently  than  any- 
body else.  For  example,  our  cost  in  maintaining  LBL  is  signifi- 
cantly less  than  what  the  Forest  Service  average  cost  is. 

Mr.  Knollenberg.  LBL  is  what? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Land  Between  the  Lakes.  It  is  a  170,000-acre 
recreation  area  in  Kentucky  and  Tennessee.  I  use  that  as  an  exam- 
ple. There  are  other  examples  too,  of  what  we  would  expect  along 
the  river.  If  we  don't  provide  access  for  the  public,  they  will  find 
access  anyway  and  then  you  have  all  kinds  of  environmental  con- 
cerns and  vandalism  that  could  occur.  So  I  think  the  uniqueness 
of  the  mandate  that  has  been  given  to  us  by  Congress  to  manage 
the  watershed  area  sometimes  causes  confusion  about  whether  or 
not  we  are  subsidized. 

Somebody  could  ask  the  question,  why  can't  somebody  else  do 
that?  Of  course  somebody  else  can  do  that  if  the  Congress  wants 
to  give  it  to  somebody  else,  but  you  can't  just  transfer  the  respon- 
sibility to  somebody  for  the  management  of  Federal  properties  that 
have  been  entrusted  and  mandated  to  TVA  without  having  money 
to  do  it.  That  in  essence,  I  guess,  Mr.  Chairman,  would  be  an  un- 
funded mandate  if  you  transfer  them  without  money  going  with 
them. 

Mr.  Knollenberg.  We  have  done  that  before. 

Mr.  Crowell.  To  answer  your  question  simply,  there  is  a  lot  of 
confusion,  and  sometimes  when  I  look  at  the  budget  at  TVA,  and 
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I  look  at  $5.3  billion  in  power  sales  and  I  look  at  $140  million  in 
revenue  from  tax  dollars,  it  does  strike  me  that  I  spend  a  dis- 
proportionate amount  of  my  time  answering  questions  on  the  $140 
million  than  I  do  on  the  $5.3  billion. 

Mr.  Knollenberg.  I  am  sure  you  do.  I  appreciate  your  re- 
sponses. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 

TVA  MISSION 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Just  for  the  record,  your  overall  budget  is  what? 

Mr.  Crowell.  $5.3  billion.  That  is  what  we  expect  to  collect  in 
sales. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  So  you  come  to  the  Federal  Government  for 
a  request  of  140  million? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Yes. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  It  is  my  understanding  that  when  the  TVA 
was  created — could  you  tell  me  when  that  was? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Yes,  1933. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  1933.  Its  specific  responsibilities  were  to 
plan  for  the  proper  use,  conservation,  and  development  of  the  Ten- 
nessee River  drainage  basin;  isn't  that  correct? 

Mr.  Crowell.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Hasn't  that  mission  been  basically  accom- 
plished? 

Mr.  Crowell.  No,  if  you  look  at  what  I  said  in  my  testimony 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  I  read  your  testimony  but  I  saw  references 
to  environmental  research,  ozone  pollution,  toxic  gas  emissions. 
Were  these  in  the  original  charter  of  the  TVA? 

Mr.  Crowell.  No,  but  the  water  quality  efforts  are.  You  asked 
whether  the  job  has  been  completed.  The  Tennessee  River  has  to 
be  maintained. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  What  does  the  Tennessee  River  have  to  do 
with  ozone  pollution,  toxic  gas  emissions? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Because  people  expect  us  to  provide  water  quality 
efforts  and  to  manage  our  power  facilities  in  a  way  that  is  environ- 
mentally sensitive  and  environmentally  correct.  Aiid  we  run  an  in- 
tegrated process  there,  managing  the  river  so  all  of  it  is  linked  in 
some  way  to  the  mandate  in  our  TVA  act  which  is  to  manage  the 
river  plus  be  a  development  agency  at  the  same  time.  So  it  is  a  lit- 
tle bit  broader  than  just  managing  the  river. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Who  gave  you  that  broader  mission?  Did 
Congress  give  you  that  broader  mission  or  is  that  something  you 
embarked  on  on  your  own? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Congress  gave  us  the  broader  mission  in  the  TVA 
act.  The  specific  programs,  obviously,  are  something  that  we  decide 
from  the  standpoint  of  what  is  needed,  not  only  for  the  Tennessee 
Valley  but  for  the  Nation  with  the  Federal  funds  that  we  request. 
But  the  mandate  was  given  to  us  by  Congress. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  So  your  mission  has  in  fact  expanded  con- 
siderably since  1934? 

Mr.  Crowell.  The  mission  has  expanded  only  in  this  respect.  It 
has  expanded  from  the  standpoint  of  the  amount  of  power  that  we 
produce.  The  original  TVA  act  envisioned  us  producing  electricity 
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but  not  to  the  extent  that  we  do  now  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  re- 
gion. There  has  not  been  a  change  in  what  the  act  has  mandated 
for  us  but  there  has  been  a  change  in  the  proportionate  amount  of 
effort  that  goes  for  the  power  production. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  And  just  to  clarify  again,  you  said  your 
overall  budget  was  $5.6  billion.  What  is  actually  your  operating  ex- 
penses? 

Mr.  Crowell.  $5.3 — the  operating  expenses,  about  $3  billion,  as 
I  recall. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  $3.4  billion?  Your  operating  expenses. 

Mr.  Crowell.  $3  billion  or  so. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  And  you  add  to  that  the  Federal  contribu- 
tion of  $140  million  and  you  come  to  $3.5  billion,  so  that  is  about 
your  operating  budget? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Yes,  if  you  figure  it  that  way,  we  have  got  other 
interest  expenses. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Your  budget  is  not  $5.6  billion;  those  are 
your  revenues? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Yes,  but  that  is — the  revenues  is  the  starting 
point. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Your  operating  portion  is  the  figure  that  is 
$3.4  biUion? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Yes,  about  $3  billion. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  I  have — I  think  you  caught  the  gist  of  some 
of  my  comments  relative  to  some  of  the  earlier  witnesses  that  many 
people  think  that  you  have  expanded  your  mission  beyond  the 
original  scope  that  was  originally  envisioned  in  1934.  It  appears 
you  have. 

How  did  you  decide  you  wanted  to  get  into  environmental  re- 
search? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Can  you  restate  the  question?  I  am  not  sure 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  You  had  a  specific  mission  in  1934;  isn't 
that  correct? 

Mr.  Crowell.  We  are  still  maintaining  that  same  mission. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  How  do  you  get  the  authority  to  go  into  en- 
vironmental research  and  into  the  areas  of  ozone  pollution,  toxic 
gas  emissions,  economic  development?  How  do  you  actually  get  to 
expand  into  those  areas  in  terms  of  giving  out  loans? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Let  me  talk 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  That  wasn't  envisioned,  was  it,  in  1934? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Let  me  answer  your  question  this  way.  The  envi- 
ronmental aspects  of  what  we  do  have  always  been  very  prominent 
at  TVA  from  the  standpoint  of  how  we  manage  the  watershed  area 
that  we  have  responsibility  for,  which  is  part  of  the  river  system. 

Now,  if  you  take  the  environmental  research  center,  for  example, 
we  are  making  a  great  deal  of  progress  there  in  wetlands  manage- 
ment and  water  quality  management.  We  also  are  doing  research 
on  ozone  pollution  and  PCB  pollution,  which  no  one  else  in  the 
country  is  doing,  by  the  way,  because  that  has  a  major  effect  on 
the  power  system  and  on 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  No  other  authorities  are  doing  the  research 
into  PCBs? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Not  doing  the  same  thing  we  are. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  How  do  you  know  that? 
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Mr.  Crowell.  Because  we  have  set  up  a  process  in  TVA  in  which 
we  make  it  very  clear  that  we  are  not  going  to  duphcate  the  efforts 
of  others  and  we  have  about  70  national  organizations  that  work 
with  us  to  be  sure  that  duplication  does  not  occur  and  the  process 
itself  keeps  us  doing  research  that  others  do. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  So  your  environmental  research,  your  ozone 
pollution  research,  and  your  toxic  gas  emission  research  in  no  way 
is  duplicated  in  any  way  throughout  the  rest  of  the  United  States? 

Mr.  Crowell.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  I  find  that  hard  to  believe. 

Mr.  Crowell.  Let  me  take  wetlands.  A  lot  of  people  do  wetlands 
research,  but  we  are  the  only  place  that  does  an  integrated  wet- 
lands research  in  which  we  try  to  determine  what  the  various  vari- 
eties of  plant  life  are  needed  to  clean  water  when  it  comes  out  of 
a  nonpoint  pollution  source. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  You  ought  to  come  to  the  State  of  New  Jer- 
sey. We  are  doing  quite  a  lot  of  that  kind  of  research. 

It  seems  that  there  are  a  lot  of  missions  which  are  embarked  on 
here  which  appear  to  be  over  and  above  what  the  TVA  was  initially 
chartered  to  look  into.  And  I  just  wonder  how  long  this  goes  on. 

Mr.  Crowell.  Let  me  say  this,  we  have  the  same  mission.  We 
have  not  changed  the  mission.  What  we  are  talking  about  here  are 
tactics.  The  strategy  stays  the  same.  The  tactics  change  as  your 
problems  change.  What  I  think  we  are  doing  is  having  a  discussion 
about  the  tactics  that  we  are  taking  as  opposed  to  the  change  in 
mission. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  But  your  critics — and  I  sort  of  alluded  to 
this  earlier— TVA  is  often  cited  when  people  talk  about  what  needs 
to  perhaps  be  held  in  check  in  some  way  and  some  suggest  perhaps 
be  privatized. 

And  it  is  often  to  these  newer  areas  that  the  TVA  has  gone  into 
that  people  cite  to  demonstrate  that  you  are  somewhat  perpetuat- 
ing your  mission.  And  I  must  say,  I  think  it  raises  some  questions 
to  my  mind.  And  I  appreciate  your  responding  to  them.  I  am  not 
sure  that  I  have  received  to  my  mind  satisfactory  response.  But  it 
worries  me  that  your  scope  appears  to  have  been  somewhat  broad- 
ened. 

Mr.  Kennoy.  Let  me  add  to  that.  I  go  back  to  the  original  im- 
provement of  quality  of  life  in  the  Tennessee  Valley  which  is  to  be 
the  model  for  the  whole  country  and  it  has  been.  The  experiment 
is  a  success  and  it  continues  to  be.  And  you  have  to  take  everything 
as  a  whole  and  that  is  what  TVA  was  asked  to  do. 

There  were  a  lot  of  farming  techniques  that  were  not  correct  and 
caused  flooding  in  Chattanooga  that  wiped  it  out  many  times.  A  lot 
of  this  has  to  do  with  the  river  basin  which  is  an  enormous  area. 
And  so  pollution  in  the  streams  is  very,  very  important  to  the  qual- 
ity of  life.  It  is  important  to  the  economy.  They  are  all  tied  to- 
gether— energy,  economic  development,  and  environmental  protec- 
tion. And  it  is  our  role  to  keep  that  delicate  balance  between  those 
and  I  think  we  are  doing  a  good  job  of  it. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Your  role  seems  to  have  expanded  and  that 
is  my  point.  Were  you  given  authority  to  develop  a  fertilizer  facil- 
ity? 
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Mr.  Kennoy.  Yes,  in  the  TVA  act,  we  were.  That  was  1933  at 
Muscle  Shoals,  Alabama,  we  took  that  over. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  And  does  the  Federal  EPA  in  any  way  du- 
plicate what  you  are  doing  in  terms  of  these  research  elements? 

Mr.  Kennoy.  We  joint  venture  with  them  and  other  Federal 
agencies.  Each  brings  what  they  have  to  the  table  to  make  a  better 
composite.  There  are  areas  where  we  are  doing  that  and  we  have 
actually  asked  our  folks  to  be  sort  of  a  clearinghouse  in  a  way  to 
find  out  exactly  what  is  going  on  in  different  places. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Have  you  sort  of — I  got  earlier  assurances 
that  things  are  not  going  on  other  places. 

Mr.  Kennoy.  The  things  that  we  are  participating  in,  we  are  the 
catalyst  to  try  to  pull  all  of  these  together.  And  if  you  look  at  it, 
the  amount  for  the  research  center  is  small  compared  to  all  that 
we  have  to  deal  with. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  How  much  is  the  research  center? 

Mr.  Kennoy.  We  get  about 

Mr.  Crowell.  $32  million. 

Mr.  Kennoy  [continuing].  $32  million  there.  And  look  at  what  we 
are  handling  there.  Look  at  the  enormous  area.  Look  at  all  the  pol- 
lution, not  only  in  the  atmosphere,  look  at  it  on  the  land  and  in 
the  water  that  we  have  to  deal  with. 

So  that  is  not  a  large  expenditure  to  handle  what  we  have  to 
handle.  And  the  fact  that  we  are  a  $5.4  billion  corporation  lets  us 
leverage.  Each  tub  has  to  sit  on  its  own  bottom.  We  can  get  maxi- 
mum dollar  out  of  that  because  of  the  way  we  are  set  up. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Could  I  just  ask  a  few  more  questions,  Mr. 
Chairman? 

Mr.  Myers.  Certainly. 

TVA  DEBT 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  The  bonds  that  you  were  talking  about,  are 
these  old  bonds  or  are  these  the  bonds  from  1959?  What  bonds  that 
are  not  backed  by  the 

Mr.  Crowell.  We  have  issued  bonds  since  1959  as  a  way  to  pur- 
chase new  assets  and  to  maintain  the  assets  that  we  have.  And 
right  now  we  have  $26  billion  in  debt  outstanding  as  a  result  of 
issue  the  bonds.  The  bonds  were  used  to  purchase  assets. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  And  they  are  not  backed  by  the  full  faith 
and  credit  of  the  United  States? 

Mr.  Crowell.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  What  would  happen  to  the  backing  of  the 
bonds  if  the  Congress  didn't  come  up  with  $140  million? 

Mr.  Crowell.  I  would  say  nothing. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Probably  nothing.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Crowell.  Let  me  add  to  that,  because  the  reason  nothing 
would  happen  is  that  they  are  two  separate  accounts.  They  have 
always  been  kept  as  two  separate  accounts  at  TVA  and  the  bond 
holders  would  not  be  interested  in  what  we  did  with  the  Tennessee 
River.  And,  obviously,  that  is  important  to  the  rest  of  the  govern- 
ment because  it  is  an  asset  of  the  taxpayers.  So  the  bond  holders 
are  only  interested  in  what  it  does  for  the  power  system  and  not 
what  it  does  for  an3rthing  else. 
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Mr.  Hayes.  I  think,  Congressman,  that  it  would  be  against  the 
law  for  us  to  take  that  power  money  and  do  many  things  that 
would  be  necessary  to  do  in  the  river.  I  believe  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

TVA  POWER  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Myers.  Since  we  are  on  the  power  subject,  I  realize  that  you 
are  not  requesting  any  appropriated  funds  to  operate  or  maintain 
your  power  generation,  but  could  you  briefly  describe  the  present 
situation  in  power  generation? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Power  generation,  last  year  we  generated  72  per- 
cent from  fossil  plants.  About 

Mr.  Myers.  How  many  generation  stations  for  fossil? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Eleven,  59  units  at  11  sites.  And  then  we  have  30 
dams  that  produce  electricity.  They  produced  about  16  percent  of 
our  requirement  last  year  with  about  113  units  at  those  dams.  And 
then  we  have  a  nuclear  program.  We  have  some  units  under  con- 
struction and  then  we  have  three  units  that  are  operating  and  they 
produced  about  12  percent  of  our  requirement  last  year.  So  it  is 
quite  a  large  power  system. 

Mr.  Myers.  And  you  are  going  to  activate  two  more — Watts  Bar 
is  on  line;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Crowell.  No,  just  one  more  is  all  we  are  planning  right 
now.  What  we  did  last  year — we  have  an  integrated  resource  plan- 
ning project  that  is  going  on  right  now.  We  had  four  units  under 
construction,  two  at  Watts  Bar  and  two  at  Bellefonte  near 
Scottsboro,  Alabama.  And  we  are  going  to  get  Watts  Bar  I  on  line 
this  year. 

We  expect  to  have  it  on  line  in  the  summer  or  fall,  then  Watts 
Bar  II  and  two  units  at  Bellefonte  will  probably  not  be  finished  as 
nuclear  plants.  We  are  of  course  looking  for  partners  now.  We  have 
made  a  decision  that  we  would  not  build  those  by  ourselves.  We 
simply  can't  afford  it  financially.  And  we  are  going  to  be  looking 
for  partners.  But,  frankly,  I  doubt  that  any  partners  will  be  found 
for  them.  And  one  of  those  sites  would  be  an  ideal  location  for  a 
conversion  to  some  other  fuel  source.  But  we  will  make  that  final 
decision  later  this  year  when  the  integrated  resource  plan  is  fin- 
ished. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  probably  if  it  is  going  to  be  built  as  a  nuclear 
plant  under  existing  conditions  today,  you  are  quite  right.  I  don't 
think  anybody  would  want  to.  But  that  is  probably  going  to  change 
one  of  these  days,  I  hope.  But  how  far  along  is  the  construction  at 
those  two  units? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Well,  the  Watts  Bar,  we  have  about 

Mr.  Myers.  The  ones  that  you  are  not  going  to  build. 

Mr.  Crowell.  We  have  one  at  Watts  Bar  and  two  at  Bellefonte. 
One  Bellefonte  unit  is  80  percent  complete  and  the  other  one  is 
about  60  percent  complete.  And  the  Watts  Bar  II  unit  is  some- 
where around  60  percent  complete. 

Mr.  Myers.  But  you  are  going  to  finish  Watts  Bar  II,  aren't  you? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Watts  Bar  I.  We  have  four  under  construction, 
and  the  other  three  are  ones  that  are  in  question. 

Mr.  Myers.  Eighty  percent  complete  and  you  can't  afford  to  bring 
it  on  line? 
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Mr.  Crowell.  Our  estimates,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  those  three 
units  range  from  $3  to  $8  biUion  to  finish  them.  It  is  really  a  sig- 
nificant financial  decision  and  we  just  don't  believe  we  can  finish 
them  as  nuclear  plants.  First  of  all,  we  would  exceed  our  debt  cap 
of  $30  billion.  And  that  is  something  that  we  are  taking  steps  to 
stop  and  halt  at  this  point.  So  it  really  is  a  tough  decision  to  make 
when  you  are  into  something  that  far. 

But  I  remarked  to  people  when  I  got  to  the  TVA  a  year  and  a 
half  ago  that  you  have  to  deal  with  things  as  you  found  them,  not 
how  you  wish  they  were.  And  we  are  simply  trying  to  run  the  best 
system  we  can  and  have  a  very  sound  financial  system.  And  it 
doesn't  appear  to  be  practical  for  us  to  put  that  much  money  in 
those  units  as  nuclear  plants  when  there  are  some  other  possibili- 
ties to  be  considered. 

STEWARDSHIP  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  Myers.  What  is  the  difference  between  stewardship  activi- 
ties and  water  and  land  activities?  Both  have  to  do  with  your  oper- 
ation of  your  navigation  system,  don't  they? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Not  in  every  case.  Some  of  the  land  is  not  directly 
affected  by  the  operation  of  the  dams  and  the  flood  control  respon- 
sibilities that  we  have.  We  do  maintain  a  large  amount  of  land  for 
the  Federal  Gk)vemment  down  there.  There  is  a  separation.  Not  all 
of  those  are  connected  but  stewardship,  in  its  broadest  sense,  you 
could  add  those  two  together. 

Mr.  Myers.  What  is  the  difference  between  the  stewardship  and 
water  and  land  account? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Well,  the  main  difference,  stewardship  is  con- 
nected to  the  dams  that  we  have  on  the  Tennessee  River  and  the 
shorelines  and  the  maintenance  of  the  river  itself.  And  then  the 
land  and  water  has  to  do  with  water  quality,  which  we  are  ex- 
pected to  maintain  for  the  citizens  of  the  valley  and  for  the  indus- 
try along  the  river. 

Quite  frankly,  you  are  asking  a  good  question.  There  is  no  reason 
they  could  not  be  combined  for  accounting  purposes.  I  mean,  it  is 
all,  in  its  broadest  sense,  stewardship.  It  just  makes  it  easier  for 
us  to  keep  up  with  where  the  money  goes. 

ECONOMIC  development 

Mr.  Myers.  I  think  a  question  was  asked  a  moment  ago  about 
economic  development.  A  lot  of  that  is  being  done  by  the  ARC  also, 
isn't  it?  The  Appalachian  Region  Commission? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Not  really.  The  ARC  is  primarily  a  granting  agen- 
cy. Two-thirds  of  its  budget  goes  for  highway  and  infrastructure 
construction  as  I  recall  and  TVA's  money  is  not  grant  money.  It  is 
spent  for  identifying  problems,  correcting  problems,  providing  tech- 
nical expertise.  We  do  not  make  grants  and  we  do  not  build  high- 
ways. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  knew  you  did  not  build  highways  and  ARC  is  get- 
ting out  of  the  highway  business  too.  But  it  does  economic  develop- 
ment and  training,  as  I  recall.  They  were  here  a  moment  ago.  You 
were  not  in  the  room.  I  thought  ARC  is  involved  in  economic  devel- 
opment, too. 
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The  very  reason  to  have  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
is  to  bring  jobs  to,  and  create  jobs  for,  the  region.  But  it  looks  like 
duplication.  I  quite  agree.  I  never  have  been  clear  as  to  why  there 
is  not  duplication  in  this. 

Mr.  HLayes.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  201  counties  across  the  val- 
ley. There  are  127  of  those  counties  that  are  in  the  ARC,  so  that 
is  a  little  over  50  percent.  We  actually  manage  some  contracts  and 
projects  for  ARC  in  Tennessee  and  other  areas,  I  was  commissioner 
of  economic  development  for  Tennessee  and  through  my  office 
there,  ARC  money  was  handled.  And  I  can  remember  that  TVA 
was  the  managing  partner  there  in  projects  that  it  had. 

So  we  certainly  try  not  to  duplicate.  There  may  be  some  cases 
I  would  hate  to  just  say  we  don't,  but  we  look  at  it  very,  very  hard. 
And  we  work  closely  with  ARC  and  other  agencies  to  make  sure 
we  don't  duplicate.  Now  we  may  partner  in  some  rural  areas  in 
projects  to  make  it  bigger  and  better,  but  we  certainly  try  not  to 
duplicate.  And  the  staffs — ^both  staffs  are  very  aware  of  that. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  RESEARCH  CENTER 

Mr.  Myers.  Now,  the  question  about  the  old  Muscle  Shoals, 
which  used  to  be  a  fertilizer  plant  and  is  now  an  environmental  re- 
search center.  Here  again,  do  you  do  work  for  others  at  the  envi- 
ronmental research  center? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Yes,  we  had  partnerships  that  produced  $4  million 
in  revenue  from  work  at  the  center,  and  we  expect  to  collect  $6  mil- 
lion this  year  as  a  result  of  partnerships  with  others.  So  we  do 
work  for  others  and  we  get  paid  for  that. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  have  money  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for 
research.  I  wonder  if  you  do  anything  for  Department  of  Agri- 
culture. The  Department  of  Energy  does  research — the  ozone  is  an 
example,  and  the  greenhouse  effect  is  another.  I  don't  know  how 
many  people  are  doing  research  on  the  ozone.  So  it  seems  like,  here 
again,  there  is  an  awful  lot  of  duplication  in  this  area. 

Mr.  Crowell.  It  is  not  duplication,  the  reason  we  do  work  for 
others  is  to  augment  what  they  don't  have,  otherwise  they  would 
do  it  themselves.  They  wouldn't  need  us  to  do  it.  One  of  the  things 
that  we  talked  about  at  the  environmental  center,  one  of  the  things 
that  we  do  which  is  very  significant  is  how  we  provide  for  water 
quality  management  in  the  watershed,  which  is  specific  to  what  we 
do  to  maintain  the  river  that  we  have  responsibility  for. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  thought  that  was  water  and  land. 

Mr.  Crowell.  No,  research  on  water  quality  is  done  both  there 
and  the  environmental  center. 

Mr.  Myers.  Okay.  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Crowell.  Listen,  I  can  sympathize  with  some  of  what  you 
are  saying  because  we  made  some  changes  in  the  format  and  I 
asked  the  same  question  of  the  staff  as  you  are  asking.  What  we 
are  doing  here  is  important  in  the  accounting  process.  We  are  try- 
ing to  be  sure  that  all  the  dollars  show  up  in  areas  where  all  the 
work  is  being  done. 

For  example,  last  year  we  had  money  for  Land  Between  the 
Lakes.  And  the  Land  Between  the  Lakes  account  is  in  the  water 
and  land  account.  So  you  start  looking  at  that  and  say,  why  is  it 
in  two  accounts?  There  is  no  real  good  reason  for  it.  The  changes 
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we  make  essentially  represent  accounting  changes  on  our  balance 
sheet.  So  we  are  trying  to  be  sure  that  all  the  dollars  that  are 
spent  on  a  particular  activity  show  up  in  that  account.  I  think  it 
is  a  good  move  for  us.  But  it  is  a  bit  confusing  the  first  time  we 
do  it. 

LAND  BETWEEN  THE  LAKES 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  I  remember  years  ago  when  we  first  came  on 
the  committee,  I  was  confused  and  I  guess  I  still  am  come  to  think 
about  it.  But  we  tried  to  get  some  simplification  on  the  justifica- 
tion. I  guess  we  haven't  succeeded  too  well.  In  the  Land  Between 
the  Lakes,  if  I  can  remember  correctly,  we  had  about  2.4  million 
visitors;  is  that  right?  That  costs  about  $3  per  visitor;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Crowell.  $3  per  visitor;  just  a  shade  over. 

Mr.  Myers.  How  does  that  compare  to  the  national  parks? 

Mr.  Crowell.  I  am  not  sure  about  the  national  parks  but  the 
Forest  Service  is  about  $5  per  visitor,  so  it  is  substantially  less 
than  the  Forest  Service  is  and  I  would  be  happy  to  try  to  look  up 
the  number  for  the  Park  Service.  We  also  are  collecting  about  30 
percent  of  the  operating  cost  at  LBL  this  year  through  fees.  And 
my  recollection  is  that  the  Forest  Service  may  collect  only  like  3 
percent. 

So  we  are  going  toward  an  80  percent  self-financing  at  LBL  be- 
tween now  and  the  year  2000.  So  we  are  going  in  that  direction  to 
try  to  rely  less  on  this  committee,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Glad  to  hear  that.  Glad  somebody  is  taking  sym- 
pathy on  us.  It  has  always  troubled  me.  I  have  never  visited  Land 
Between  the  Lakes.  If  I  wheel  in  there  with  my  boat  behind  me 
and  I  want  to  go  fishing,  what  do  you  charge  me?  I  have  five 
grandchildren  and  I  have  the  tent  on  top,  what  do  you  charge  to 
wheel  in  the  gate? 

Mr.  Crowell.  We  don't  charge  to  wheel  in  the  lake  and  you  can 
put  your  boat  in  the  water,  but  if  you  camp  overnight,  we  will 
charge  you.  We  are  going  to  be  looking  at  that,  so  obviously  you 
need  to  come  soon,  Mr.  CI  airman. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  hope  you  charge  me  when  I  do. 

Mr.  Crowell.  That  is  essentially  what  we  are  trying  to  do 
there — is  to  adopt  the  philosophy  that  the  people  who  use  the  facil- 
ity should  pay  for  it  and  those  who  don't  use  them  shouldn't  have 
to  pay  for  it.  That  is  the  direction  we  are  going  in. 

Mr.  Myers.  We  call  that  a  user  fee. 

Mr.  Crowell.  User  fee,  you  got  it. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  do  a  great  job,  no  question  about  that.  The  com- 
munities are  proud  of  the  things  that  you  are  doing  there.  But  two 
things  have  troubled  me  always:  Land  Between  the  Lakes  and 
Muscle  Shoals,  a  fertilizer  plant.  My  gosh,  I  have  two  fertilizer 
plants  in  my  district,  and  the  government  doesn't  put  a  penny  in. 
In  fact,  they  take  money  out  of  them.  I  have  discussed  that  with 
you. 

Tom,  do  you  have  any  further  questions? 

TVA  FERTILIZER  PLANT 

Mr.  Bevill.  Just  one  thing:  the  fertilizer  plant  is  probably  one 
of  the  most  successful  projects  in  the  history  of  the  United  States. 
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Mr.  Crowell.  Yes. 

Mr.  Bevill.  It  continued  even  from  way  back,  continued  research 
on  the  fertiHzer  that  made  it  possible  for  us  to  have  the  most  pro- 
ductive and  the  best  farmers  in  the  world.  There  is  no  question 
about  that. 

Mr.  Crowell.  No  question  about  that. 

Mr.  Bevill.  And  I  recall,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  you  and  I  came 
to  Congress,  the  Vietnam  War  was  going  on,  and  I  went  over 
there — four  or  five  of  us  went  over  there  and  toured  the  area — and 
ever3rwhere  that  we  went,  we  would  run  into  an  Auburn  graduate 
and  they  were  using  the  TVA  fertilizer.  They  were  teaching  those 
natives  how  to  make  three  crops  on  the  same  land  they  had  been 
using  for  thousands  of  years  to  produce  rice,  for  example,  and  they 
were  making  three  crops  instead  of  one. 

And  I  remember  remarking  that  probably  that  fertilizer  plant 
made  it  possible  for  those  starving  people  over  there  to  produce,  in- 
stead of  sending  them  foreign  aid.  Like  somebody  remarked  earlier, 
it  is  better  to  teach  them  to  fish  than  it  is  to  give  them  the  fish. 
Using  that  fertilizer,  they  started  producing  three  crops  a  year  in- 
stead of  one.  And  that  is  because  of  this  fertilizer  plant. 

Now,  the  fertilizer  plant  closed  because  it  was  very  successful.  It 
was  so  successful  that  private  industry  got  interested  in  seeing 
what  could  be  done  and  they  took  over.  So  that  is  good.  Where  do 
you  fit  in  on  clean  water  research?  You  come  into  the  clean  water 
area  because  there  isn't  anybody  in  the  world  that  has  had  more 
experience  with  fertilizer,  and  you  have  been  researching  the  im- 
pact of  clean  water — the  impact  of  fertilizer  on  the  clean  water  un- 
derground. This  is  a  problem.  It  is  a  great  problem  throughout  the 
world  for  that  matter. 

And  so  this  is  an  area  of  expertise  that  you  are  working  on  and 
there  is  nobody  in  the  world  more  qualified;  is  that  a  fair  state- 
ment? 

Mr.  Crowell.  I  agree,  yes. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 

TVA  EMPLOYMENT 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  A  couple  of  questions. 

How  many  employees  does  the  TVA  have? 

Mr.  Crowell.  We  have  a  little  over  16,000.  In  1988,  we  had 
34,000.  We  have  downsized  since  then  and  we  had  an  early-out 
program  last  year  that  produced  2,600  early-out  people.  We  netted 
about  2,000  people  out  of  that  early-out  so  we  are  continuing  to  op- 
erate efficiently  and  to  bring  down. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  That  is  a  lot  of  people.  It  certainly  is.  What 
is  your  overall  payroll? 

Mr.  Crowell.  I  don't  remember  the  exact  payroll.  I  think  it  is 
around  a  billion  dollars.  I  will  be  happy  to  get  that  for  the  record. 
A  little  over  a  billion  dollars. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  I  would  be  interested  in  seeing  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 

TVA  currently  has  16,526  employees,  including  part-time  and  hourly  employees. 
FY  95  payroll  is  $884  million. 
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STEWARDSHIP  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  The  last  question  gets  back  to  the  area  that 
the  Chairman  was  referring  to,  the  stewardship  activities.  The  Fed- 
eral Government  owns  48  dams  along  the  Tennessee  River  and  you 
said  that  half  of  them  are  over  50  years  old. 

Are  those  dams  rated  in  terms  of  their  condition? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Yes. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  And  what  is  the  status  of  those  dams  in 
terms  of  the  rating  system  that  is  applied? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Are  you  talking  about  the  safety?  We  have  a  very 
aggressive  and  elaborate  dam  safety  program  underway  now.  We 
are  maintaining  those  dams.  I  do  not  have  the  schedule  of  what 
dams  are  going  to  be  looked  at  next,  but  I  will  be  very  happy  to 
provide  you  with  a  complete  report  on  the  dam  safety  efforts.  They 
are  very  elaborate  and  we  are  pursuing  that  aggressively. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  there  was  a 
national  study  done  of  the  dams  across  the  country  and  a  lot  of 
dams  are  rated,  and  I  was  wondering  about  the  rating  of  TVA 
dams  since  you  have  stewardship  for  the  48  dams. 

Mr.  Crowell.  I  don't  know.  I  want  to  assure  you  and  the  com- 
mittee that  we  have  a  very  aggressive  effort  and  program  under- 
way to  ensure  that  they  are  safe. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you,  Rodney. 

DAM  SAFETY 

I  presume  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  charged  with  the  respon- 
sibility of  dam  safety, investigation;  isn't  that  correct?  You  don't  do 
your  own  dam  safety  inspection? 

Mr.  Crowell.  Yes,  we  do.  It  is  the  locks  on  the  Tennessee  River 
that  the  Corps  operates  for  us. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  know  that,  but  I  thought  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
is  supposed  to  investigate  even  the  private  dams  under  the  dam 
safety  program  we  gave  to  it. 

Mr.  Crowell.  Not  along  the  Tennessee  River.  The  Cumberland 
River  is  a  Corps  river  and  they  maintain  the  dam  on  the  Cum- 
berland River. 

Mr.  Myers.  Even  the  private  dams  have  to  be  checked  now. 

Mr.  Crowell.  But  the  responsibility  is  our  responsibility. 

Mr.  Myers.  That  is  true  for  the  legal  responsibility,  but  I 
thought  the  investigation  had  to  be  done  by  the  Corps.  We  will 
have  to  check  that.  I  am  not  questioning,  but  I  thought  they  were 
supposed  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Crowell.  It  is  my  recollection  that  we  are  completely  re- 
sponsible for  it.  I  will  be  happy  to  check  into  that  and  provide  a 
correction  for  the  record  if  that  is  wrong.  , 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  the  responsibility  to  carry  out  a  national  program  of 
inspection  of  dams  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  human  life  and  property.  The  Corps' 
inspection  authority  does  not,  however,  extend  to  dams  of  TVA  or  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation.  Privately  owned  hydroelectric  projects  licensed  by  the  Federal  Energy 
Regulatory  Commission  are  also  excluded  from  the  Corps'  responsibility,  but  it  can 
inspect  those  dams  if  requested  by  FERC. 
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TVA  has  the  responsibility  for  the  safety  of  its  own  dams.  TVA  bases  its  assess- 
ment of  dam  safety  on  the  current  design  criteria  for  dams  found  in  the  Federal 
GuideUnes  for  Dam  Safety  (FEMA  93,  published  June  1979).  Progress  in  dam  safety 
is  reported  every  two  years  to  FEMA.  TVA  is  a  charter  member  of  the  federal  Inter- 
agency Committee  on  Dam  Safety  (as  is  the  Corps);  supports  the  Association  of 
State  Dam  Safety  Officials;  participates  with  the  U.S.  Committee  on  Large  Dams; 
and  is  a  member  of  the  National  Dam  Safety  Review  Board. 

TVA  has  the  fourth  largest  dam  safety  program  among  federal  dam  owners.  Since 
1982,  TVA  has  embarked  on  an  ambitious  program  to  upgrade  high  hazard  dams 
to  meet  modern  safety  criteria.  Seventeen  major  dams  have  been  modified  so  far  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $50  million.  The  total  program  of  modifying  25  dams  is  esti- 
mated to  cost  $105  million  and  be  completed  in  2003. 

The  benefits  of  these  modifications  are  difficult  to  overstate.  For  example: 

The  Watauga  Dam  above  the  Tri-Cities  area  of  Upper  East  Tennessee  was  raised 
10  feet  to  prevent  $5.7  billion  in  property  damage  and  an  estimated  3,000  fatalities. 

The  Ft.  Loudoun/Tellico  Dam  complex  between  Knoxville  and  Chattanooga  was 
modified  by  raising  the  height  of  the  dam  and  adding  a  2,000-foot  long  concrete 
spillway  to  prevent  catastrophic  damages  if  failure  occurred. 

The  75-year-old  Blue  Ridge  Dam  in  North  Georgia  was  modified  to  prevent  an  es- 
timated 650  fatalities  in  the  Taccoa  and  Ocoee  Rivers,  the  site  of  the  1996  Olympic 
Whitewater  events. 

Mr.  Myers.  Of  the  16,000  employees,  I  would  assume  some  of 
them  are  part  of  the  power  program.  You  might  break  that  down. 

Mr.  Crowell.  I  would  be  happy  to.  $140  million  is  2  percent  of 
our  budget.  So  the  ratio  of  employees  is  about  the  same. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Kennoy,  Mr.  Hayes,  thank  you 
very  much  for  your  testimony  today.  And  I  realize  that  it  has  be- 
come repetitive.  It  seems  like  we  are  asking  the  same  questions 
every  year.  Even  those  of  us  who  have  been  here  a  while  ask  the 
same  questions. 

Mr.  Crowell.  There  has  been  a  change  of  who  sits  in  that  chair, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  Some  of  us  have  been  on  this  committee  for  a  lot  of 
years.  We  always  ask  the  same  questions. 

Mr.  Crowell.  It  has  been  a  real  pleasure  to  appear  before  you 
the  first  time  as  the  Chairman,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  appearing  be- 
fore this  committee  is  always  a  delight  for  us  and  we  appreciate 
the  courtesy  extended  to  us. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  hope  it  is  always  that  way.  And  each  of  us  has 
some  questions  that  we  will  provide  for  the  record.  And  we  will  ap- 
preciate your  response. 

Mr.  Crowell.  We  will  be  happy  to  get  back  to  you. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  stands  adjourned  until  10:15  tomor- 
row morning. 

[The  questions  and  answers  for  the  record,  the  biographies  and 
prepared  statements  of  the  witnesses,  and  the  FY  1996  TVA  Budg- 
et Request  follow:] 
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Mr.  Myers:    As  the  Authority  proudly  observes,  TVA  was  challenged  in 
1933,  "with  the  broadest  duty  of  planning  for  the  proper 
use,  conservation,  and  development  of  the  Tennessee  River 
drainage  basin  and  its  adjoining  territory  for  the  general 
social  and  economic  welfare  of  the  Nation."  Hasn't  this 
mission  largely  been  accomplished? 

Mr.  Crowell:   The  challenge  to  provide  for  the  proper  use,  conservation, 
and  development  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  for  the  general 
social  and  economic  welfare  of  the  Nation  is  as  valid  today 
as  in  the  1930s. 

TVA  responded  to  the  needs  of  the  1930s  with  an  aggressive 
program  of  dam  construction  to  protect  the  people  of  the 
Valley  from  devastating  yearly  floods  and  open  the 
Tennessee  River  to  reliable  navigation.   Its  electrifica- 
tion program  brought  industry  and  jobs  to  the  Valley.   Its 
agriculture  and  reforestation  programs  taught  farmers  how 
to  make  a  living  and  replenish  their  lands  at  the  same 
time.   Its  Muscle  Shoals  nitrate  plants  produced  experi- 
mental fertilizers  in  peace  time  and  munitions  for  war. 

Although  the  world  of  the  1990s  is  much  different  than  the 
1930s,  the  tasks  of  conservation  and  development  for 
economic  growth  are  no  less  challenging.   The  citizens  of 
the  Valley  take  the  navigable  waterway,  flood  control,  and 
electricity  for  granted.   They  want  improved  water  quality, 
cleaner  air,  greater  opportunity  for  outdoor  recreation  on 
TVA  lakes,  low  electricity  prices,  and  high  paying  jobs. 
They  want  to  have  smaller  government  and  pay  less  for  it. 

TVA  is  responding  by  being  an  efficient  steward  of  the 
dams,  lands,  and  facilities  it  operates  for  navigation, 
flood  control,  and  other  purposes.   It  has  cut  staff 
significantly  and  is  focusing  on  business  planning  and 
process  improvement  to  be  the  most  efficient  agency  of  the 
federal  government  as  well  as  the  lowest  cost  supplier  of 
electricity.   It  is  focusing  on  building  partnerships  to 
improve  water  quality  in  the  Valley  and  improve  recreation 
opportunities  on  TVA  lands  and  lakes.   It  is  no  longer  in 
the  fertilizer  R&D  business  and  is  focusing  its  research  on 
developing  new  technologies  and  methods  for  environmental 
protection,  waste  management,  and  electricity  production. 
It  is  focusing  on  job  creation  so  that  rural  citizens  of 
the  Valley  will  not  have  to  move  into  metropolitan  areas  to 
survive.   Over  55  percent  of  the  people  in  the  TVA  region 
live  in  rural  areas  and  their  average  income  is  27  percent 
below  the  national  average.   Even  worse,  over  18  percent  of 
the  rural  people  in  the  Tennessee  Valley  live  in  poverty 
compared  to  13  percent  in  our  Nation  as  a  whole. 

TVA  is  getting  this  job  done  at  the  same  time  it  is 
reducing  its  employment  and  operating  without  an  increase 
in  appropriations  or  power  rates.   I  believe  TVA  is  a  model 
for  how  government  should  respond  to  the  needs  of  its 
citizens  in  the  1990s  as  it  was  a  model  in  the  1930s. 
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Mr.  Myers:    Aren't  some  of  the  stewardship  responsibilities  of 

TVA--particularly  those  related  to  public  recreation  and 
trail  and  road  maintenance--functions  more  appropriately 
assumed  by  state  and  local  government? 

Mr.  Crowell:   TVA  has  actively  encouraged  development  of  public 

recreation  sites  on  TVA  lakes  by  state  and  local  agencies, 
other  federal  agencies,  and  the  private  sector.   TVA  has 
transferred  over  225,000  acres  of  land  to  local,  state,  and 
other  federal  agencies  for  recreation.   These  transfers 
have  resulted  in  the  development  of  more  than  115  public 
parks,  AOO  public  reservoir  access  areas,  30  wildlife 
management  areas,  and  106,000  acres  in  the  national  forests 
and  the  Great  Smoky  Mountain  National  Park  that  border  our 
reservoirs.  Where  feasible,  selected  boat  docks,  marinas, 
or  other  facilities  are  operated  by  the  private  sector. 

TVA  developed  only  those  recreation  areas  that  the  states 
and  local  governments  could  not  afford  to  develop  or 
provide  the  type  of  services  which  were  being  solicited  by 
our  recreation  customers.   These  facilities  are  too  small, 
too  dispersed,  or  have  too  few  amenities  to  attract  private 
sector  interest,  but  are  essential  to  meet  public  demand 
for  access  to  TVA  reservoirs.   Providing  these  recreation 
areas  is  necessary  to  limit  the  amount  of  litter  and 
shoreline  damage  that  would  result  if  clean,  safe  public 
use  facilities  were  not  provided. 

Any  transfer  of  functions  such  as  public  recreation  areas, 
trails,  or  associated  roads  to  state  and  local  government 
without  budgetary  resources  would  be  viewed  as  another 
unfunded  federal  mandate.   TVA  maintains  these  facilities 
more  efficiently  than  any  other  agency  and  should  be  funded 
to  continue  this  work. 
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Mr.  Myers:     Please  state  the  mission  of  the  Environmental  Research 
Center.   When  will  that  mission  be  achieved? 
Alternatively,  does  the  Authority  plan  to  continue 
operations  at  the  center  in  perpetuity? 

Mr.  Crowell:   The  Center's  mission  is  to  create  and  implement  practical 
and  affordable  solutions  to  problems  affecting  the  proper 
use,  conservation,  and  development  of  the  natural  resources 
of  the  Tennessee  Valley  for  the  general  social  and  economic 
well-being  of  the  Nation.   Research  to  develop 
cost-effective  technology  and  methods  is  essential  to 
assure  that  TVA  efficiently  and  effectively  manages  dams, 
reservoirs,  lands,  and  associated  facilities,  improves 
water  quality  and  recreation  opportunities  on  TVA  lakes, 
and  promotes  economic  development  based  on  a  sound  natural 
resource  base. 

Having  staff  with  core  capabilities  in  engineering  and  the 
natural  sciences  at  the  Center  working  on  the  problems  of 
the  Valley  is  essential  to  TVA's  environmental  stewardship 
mission.   The  solutions  they  develop  have  national 
application  because  the  problems  they  are  solving  are 
problems  faced  in  every  region  of  the  country.   These 
scientists  and  engineers  also  work  on  the  problems  faced  by 
TVA's  self-supporting  power  program,  thereby  expanding  the 
source  of  research  funding  and  opening  up  possibilities 
that  solutions  developed  for  power  system  purposes  also 
apply  to  problems  encountered  in  managing  natural  resources 
and  providing  cost-effective  solutions  to  the  environmental 
problems  of  industry. 

The  challenge  to  provide  for  the  proper  use,  conservation, 
and  development  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  for  the  general 
social  and  economic  welfare  of  the  Nation  is  as  valid  today 
as  in  the  1930s.   Research  and  development  was  needed  than 
and  is  needed  now  and  in  the  future  to  fulfill  this  mandate. 
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Mr.  Myers:    When  TVA  eliminated  fertilizer  research  and  development 

from  its  portfolio  of  activities,  the  Authority  created  a 
new  environmental  mission  for  the  fertilizer  center.   Was 
any  consideration  given  to  simply  terminating  operations  at 
the  center  and  saving  the  federal  taxpayers  money? 

Mr.  Crowell:   TVA  discontinued  fertilizer  research  and  development  at  its 
Muscle  Shoals  facilities  because  it  was  no  longer  needed  to 
support  the  proper  use,  conservation,  and  development  of 
the  Tennessee  Valley.   Fertilizer  research  and  development 
was  a  major  focus  of  TVA  for  several  decades  because  it 
helped  increase  the  productivity  of  Valley  agriculture; 
many  of  the  successful  products  developed  by  the  program 
were  used  nationally  and  internationally.   But  in  a  tough 
business  decision,  the  TVA  Board  saw  the  need  to  refocus 
its  Research  Center  on  today's  problems. 

TVA  refocused  the  Muscle  Shoals  facilities  on  environmental 
research  and  renamed  them  the  Environmental  Research 
Center.   The  Center  is  developing  new  technologies  to 
address  today's  environmental  problems  in  the  Valley, 
thereby  supporting  environmentally-sensitive  economic 
growth.   Some  of  these  problems  are: 

Poor  water  quality  caused  by  nonpoint  source  pollution 

from  agriculture. 

Fish  in  TVA  lakes  and  industrial  sites  along  the 

Tennessee  River  contaminated  with  PCBs  and  other 

hazardous  wastes. 

Ground- level  ozone  air  pollution  from  natural  and 

man-made  sources. 

Costly  technologies  for  small  community  wastewater 

treatment,  toxic  air  pollution  control,  and  other 

environmental  cleanup  technologies  mandated  by 

regulation. 

No  serious  consideration  was  given  to  shutting  down  the 
Muscle  Shoals  facilities  because  the  scientists,  engineers, 
and  research  facilities  there  are  needed  to  address  these 
challenges.   The  solutions  they  develop  have--like 
fertilizer  research  and  development  did  before--national 
applicability  because  all  regions  of  the  country  find 
economic  growth  limited  by  environmental  and  natural 
resource  based  problems. 
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Already  the  Center  has  produced  these  solutions  that  have 
application  across  the  country: 

TVA  is  field  testing  a  new  microorganism  that  eliminates 
PCBs  in  contaminated  8oil--a  big  problem  in  the  Valley 
and  the  Nation.   This  "bug"  will  cut  PCB  cleanup  costs 
in  half  and  save  the  Nation  billions  of  dollars. 

-  TVA  developed  a  unique  biofilter  to  remove  98  percent  of 
toxic  gases  from  air  emissions  within  two  minutes.   This 
new  technology  allowed  a  boat  manufacturer  in  the  TVA 
regiop  to  meet  air  quality  requirements  for  just 
$20,000--ref lecting  a  reduction  in  cost  of  90  percent 
compared  to  existing  technology.   This  technology  is 
applicable  to  the  textile  industry  and  the  chemical 
industry,  among  others. 
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Mr.  Myers:     The  civil  works  j>rogram  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
principal  flood  control  responsibilities  for  interstate 
rivers  and  streams  in  the  U.S.   Similarly,  the  Corps  and 
the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  share  responsibilities  for  maintaining 
the  navigability  of  our  inland  waterway  system.   The  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  has  federal  jurisdiction  over  the 
protection  of  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  in  riparian  areas. 
Are  the  navigation,  flood  control,  and  wildlife  protection 
duties  of  TVA  substantially  different  from  those  exercised 
by  these  and  other  federal  agencies  charged  with  managing 
our  water  resources  nationwide?   Has  the  TVA  considered 
opportunities  for  consolidating  operations  with  other 
federal  agencies  and  similar  responsibilities? 

Mr.  Crowell:   TVA  has  primary  responsibility  for  navigation  and  flood 
control  on  the  Tennessee  River.   Under  a  Memorandum  of 
Agreement,  the  Corps  operates  the  locks  and  dredges  the 
channel  as  needed  to  assure  that  shippers  see  no  difference 
in  procedures  when  navigating  the  Tennessee  or  any  other 
inland  river.   One  TVA  project--Kentucky  Dam--is  operated 
in  coordination  with  the  Corps  to  reduce  flood  crests  on 
the  lower  Ohio  and  Mississippi  Rivers.   The  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  manages  wildlife  refuges  and  regulates 
endangered  species  protection  on  the  Tennessee  River  as  it 
does  on  other  rivers.   TVA  supports  the  objectives  of  the 
Service  with  its  management  of  reservoirs,  lands,  and  other 
facilities. 

What  distinguishes  TVA  from  these  agencies  is  its  broad 
mandate  for  both  economic  development  and  natural  resource 
management.   In  regions  of  the  country  where  there  is 
significant  investment  in  federal  dams,  the  TVA  model  for 
river  basin  management  is  arguably  superior  because  it  is 
efficient  and  produces  more  economic  and  environmental 
benefits . 

Controversy  over  the  management  of  federal  dams  by  TVA  in 
the  Tennessee  River  basin  is  notably  absent  in  comparison 
to  other  river  basins.   The  root  causes  of  conflict  and 
polarization  certainly  are  present  in  the  Valley.   As  in 
other  regions,  groups  that  are  interested  in  recreation, 
water  quality,  water  supply,  wildlife,  and  endangered 
species  are  gaining  in  support  among  river  system  users  and 
the  general  public.   They  are  attempting  to  change  the 
operating  priorities  of  dams  and  lands  that  were  purchased 
or  built  for  other  purposes,  usually  navigation,  flood 
control,  irrigation,  hydropower,  or  forestry,  for  example. 
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TVA's  Lake  Improvement  Plan  addressed  these  conflicts  in 
managing  TVA  reservoirs.   Its  Shoreline  Management 
Initiative  currently  is  addressing  these  conflicts  in 
managing  TVA  lands.   The  Lake  Improvement  Plan  modified  its 
operating  priorities  to  improve  water  quality  and  aquatic 
life  in  the  river  below  its  dams  and  improve  summer  lake 
levels  in  tributary  areas  to  promote  economic  growth. 
Original  beneficiaries  of  the  system--commercial 
navigation,  flood-prone  communities,  and  power 
consumers- -were  kept  whole.   The  Shoreline  Management 
Initiative  will  balance  the  continuing  need  for  economic 
growth  with  the  need  to  protect  the  scenic  views  that  make 
the  shoreline  an  attractive  place  to  develop. 

TVA  integrates  the  objectives  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  the  Coast  Guard,  the  Forest  Service,  the  Natural 
Resource  Conservation  Service,  the  National  Weather 
Service,  and  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  in  its 
management  decisions.   It  is  ef f icient--the  Lake 
Improvement  Plan  cost  only  $4  million  and  took  only  3.4 
years.   The  states  of  Virginia,  North  Carolina,  Georgia, 
Tennessee,  Alabama,  Mississippi,  and  Kentucky  supported  the 
decision  and  none  of  the  competing  interests  have  sued  to 
overturn  the  decision.   The  federal  government  doesn't  have 
to  pay  the  overheads  of  all  these  agencies  to  manage  the 
Tennessee  River. 

TVA's  broad  mandate  for  "proper  use,  conservation  and 
development  of  the  Tennessee  River  for  the  general  social 
and  economic  well-being  of  the  Nation"  means  that  it  cannot 
emphasize  one  purpose  or  objective  over  another.   It  cannot 
emphasize  the  Corps'  flood  control  or  navigation  objective 
at  the  expense  of  the  environment,  or  emphasize  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service's  endangered  species  mandate  without 
considering  economic  consequences.   TVA  achieves  an 
efficient  balance  of  competing  interests  that  should  be  a 
model  for  how  federal  objectives  should  be  met  in  other 
regions  of  the  country. 
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Mr.  Myers:    The  President's  budget  for  fiscal  year  1996  emphasizes  the 
Administration's  "crusade"  to  reinvent  government,  pledging 
to,  "identify  other  agencies  and  programs  to  restructure  or 
terminate,  to  sort  out  responsibilities  among  the  Federal, 
State,  and  local  levels  of  government,  and  to  choose 
functions  better  performed  by  the  private  sector."  How  is 
the  TVA  being  affected  by  this  effort? 

Mr.  Crowell:   In  April  199A,  Vice  President  Al  Gore  designated  TVA  as  a 
Government  Reinvention  Laboratory.   Through  this 
designation,  TVA  has  been  given  the  opportunity  to  test 
business  and  operating  practices  to  improve  the  efficiency 
of  operations  and  more  effectively  use  power  revenues  and 
Congressional  appropriations. 

TVA  has  improved  almost  every  aspect  of  the  way  it  is 
organized  and  has  become  more  competitive  as  a  federal 
agency  and  as  an  electric  utility.   A  member  of  the 
National  Performance  Review  Team  said  TVA  "is  already 
demonstrating  the  kind  of  management  we  want  to  have 
emulated  through  the  federal  government."  The  following 
are  some  examples  of  where  TVA  is  reinventing  itself: 

-  TVA  has  achieved  seven  years  towards  a  goal  of 
completing  a  decade  of  stable  electric  power  rates. 

-  Since  1988  TVA  has  reduced  its  workforce  from  34,000  to 
16,900  without  eliminating  important  services. 

-  In  Congressionally  appropriated  programs,  TVA  has 
reduced  the  number  of  management  layers  from  7  to  3.   It 
now  has  a  manager  to  employee  ratio  of  1:22.   Private 
organizations  average  1:12  nationally.   President 
Clinton  has  asked  that  all  federal  government 
organizations  reach  1:12  by  1997;  most  are  in  the  1:3  to 
1:4  range  today. 

-  TVA's  "Sound  River  Management"  pilot  has  been 
acknowledged  by  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  as 
"exemplar,"  a  recognition  received  by  only  10  of  more 
than  50  pilot  projects. 

-  TVA's  programs  are  national  models.  This  past  year. 
Water  Quality  2000,  a  cooperative  effort  of  70  national 
organizations,  recognized  TVA's  Clean  Water  Initiative 
as  a  national  model  for  watershed  management.   The 
National  Forum  for  Nonpoint  Source  Pollution  selected 
TVA's  Shoreline  Management  Initiative  as  one  of  the  25 
most  innovative,  environmentally  significant  projects  in 
the  Nation. 
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Mr.  Myers:    What  does  Che  long-term  future  hold  for  the  Land  Between 
The  Lakes?  Has  the  TVA  explored  opportunities  for 
transferring  its  responsibilities  at  Land  Between  The  Lakes 
to  other  entities  with  land  stewardship  responsibilities? 

Mr.  Crowell:   TVA's  FY  2000  vision  for  Land  Between  The  Lakes  (LBL)  is 
that  the  170,000-acre  site  becomes  a  national  attraction 
for  world-class  outdoor  recreation  and  environmental 
education  while  decreasing,  and  possibly  eliminating,  the 
dependency  on  federal  funding. 

A  comprehensive  10-year  Public  Use  Plan  is  being  prepared 
to  guide  future  operation  and  development.   The  purpose  of 
this  initiative  is  to  determine  what  services  LBL  should 
provide,  identify  the  most  efficient  way  to  operate  the 
services,  and  determine  how  development  and  operations  will 
be  funded.   The  planning  is  being  conducted  under  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  guidelines  to  ensure  a 
broad  range  of  public  participation  and  thorough  evaluation 
of  environmental  and  economic  issues. 

All  public  facility  and  program  operations  are  expected  to 
generate  net  income  within  five  years.   The  Public  Use  Plan 
will  determine  if  profit  from  these  activities  will  be 
sufficient  to  pay  for  basic  resource  management, 
environmental  compliance,  and  public  access  to  the  land  and 
adjacent  lakes.   Federal  land  stewardship  responsibilities 
may  require  a  minimal  level  of  continuing  federal  funding 
beyond  FY  1999  if  income  cannot  fully  cover  these  costs. 

Although  other  federal  land  managing  agencies  could  operate 
LBL,  TVA  believes  it's  in  the  public's  interest  for  the 
property  to  remain  under  TVA.   While  other  agencies  have 
single  purpose  missions,  TVA's  integrated  resource 
management  mandate  provides  more  management  and  fiscal 
flexibility.   TVA  also  has  implemented  efficency  measures 
that  demonstrate  that  it  can  operate  LBL  more  efficiently 
than  any  other  agency. 

No  formal  contacts  have  been  made  with  the  states  of 
Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  but  when  informally  approached  in 
the  past,  they  had  neither  the  interest  nor  the  resources 
to  assume  responsibility  for  LBL.   Transferring  LBL  to  the 
states  without  budgetary  resources  would  be  another 
unfunded  federal  mandate. 
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Mr.  Myers:    Please  describe  in  detail  the  tourism  promotion  activities 
of  the  TVA.   How  does  TVA  coordinate  with  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission,  State  and  local  tourism  agencies,  and 
chambers  of  commerce  to  avoid  overlap  and  duplication  of 
effort  in  this  area? 

Mr.  Crowell:   Tourism  is  the  Tennessee  Valley's  second  largest  employer 
(after  health  care)  and  one  of  its  fastest  growing 
industries.   For  this  reason,  TVA  considers  rural  tourism 
development  to  be  an  integral  part  of  its  overall  effort  to 
help  rural  communities  diversify  their  local  economies. 
TVA's  Tourism  Development  Program  responds  to  requests  from 
state,  regional,  and  local  entities  interested  in  using 
tourism  development  as  an  income-generation  and  job- 
creation  tool.   TVA  is  not  involved  in  direct  promotion  of 
tourism  in  the  Valley. 

TVA's  rural  tourism  program  was  initiated  in  FY  1980.   From 
1980  until  1987,  TVA  was  the  only  federal  agency  with  a 
full  time  domestic  rural  tourism  development  staff 
(Commerce  had  international  tourism  staff).   ARC  initiated 
its  rural  tourism  program  in  1987  and  sent  their  staff 
person  to  TVA  for  two  years  of  training.   Unlike  TVA,  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  provides  grants  for  action 
projects  and  to  conduct  original  research  in  rural  tourism 
development.   ARC  provides  no  direct  on-site  tourism 
development  assistance.   Not  only  does  TVA  coordinates 
these  activities  in  rural  tourism  with  ARC,  our  agencies 
also  cooperate  in  all  aspects  of  economic  development.   For 
example,  TVA  is  currently  managing  the  implementation  of  57 
ARC  projects  in  the  field. 

TVA  also  works  closely  with  the  state  Tourism  Directors  in 
all  seven  Valley  states.   In  fact,  many  of  TVA's  projects 
are  the  direct  result  of  requests  and  referrals  from  state 
Tourism  Directors.   The  same  is  true  of  our  relationship 
with  regional  and  local  chamber  of  commerce  tourism 
groups.  TVA  does  not  compete  with  these  groups. 

A  good  example  of  the  results  of  TVA's  tourism  development 
efforts  can  be  seen  in  Mountain  City,  Tennessee.   Five 
years  ago,  unemployment  was  35  percent  in  this  rural 
Appalachian  community.  Today  it  is  six  percent.   Tourism 
had  a  big  influence  in  the  turnaround.  Without  providing 
direct  funding,  TVA  helped  to  attract  almost  $3  million  of 
tourism  investments  in  the  community,  including  a  new 
welcome  center,  two  new  campgrounds,  three  new  restaurants, 
one  new  motel,  six  new  festivals,  two  new  attractions, 
three  new  bed  and  breakfasts,  and  improvements  at  three 
attractions. 
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Mr.  Myers:     Why  does  Chat  portion  of  Che  stewardship  budget  financed  by 
power  proceeds  decrease  from  $20.3  million  in  FY  95  to 
$16.5  million  in  FY  96?  This  decrease  is  proposed  at  the 
same  time  that  TVA  is  requesting  an  increase  in 
appropriations  for  stewardship  activities.   Are  the  federal 
taxpayers  paying  more  than  their  fair  share  for  TVA 
stewardship  activities? 

Mr.  Crowell:   Funding  for  stewardship  activities  obtained  from  power 
proceeds  decreased  from  FY  95  to  FY  96  because  the 
power-funded  capital  improvements  required  for  the  Dam 
Safety  program  decreased  in  FY  96. 

When  each  TVA  dam  was  auchorized,  the  costs  of  construction 
were  allocated  according  Co  Che  amounc  of  benefics  obtained 
for  each  operating  purpose.   This  allocation  formula,  which 
varies  from  dam  to  dam,  is  used  to  distribute  the  cost  of 
capital  improvements,  such  as  dam  safety  costs,  to  revenue 
sources.   Power  revenues  are  used  to  pay  for  costs 
allocated  to  hydropower,  and  Congressional  appropriations 
are  used  to  pay  for  other  purposes,  such  as  navigation  and 
flood  control. 

For  FY  96,  the  dams  that  were  modified  under  the  Dam  Safety 
program  required  less  power  funding  than  the  dams  that  were 
modified  in  FY  95.   The  allocation  formulas  assure  that 
federal  taxpayers  paying  only  their  fair  share  of  TVA 
stewardship  activities. 
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Mr.  Myers:     Please  describe  the  extent  to  which  projects  at  the 
Environmental  Research  Center  are  cost-shared  by 
non-Federal  interests.   Why  does  the  portion  of  the 
center's  budget  financed  by  nonpower  proceeds  decrease  from 
$2.6  million  xn  FY  95  to  $1.8  million  in  FY  96?   Why  are 
there  no  nonpower  proceeds  in  FY  94  when  last  year's  budget 
identified  $2.6  million? 

Mr.  Crowell:   The  total  budget  for  the  Center  in  FY  96  is  $53.4  million, 
including  $32.4  million  in  appropriations.   The  remaining 
$21.0  million  is  generated  in  revenues  for  work  for  other 
federal  agencies,  for  TVA's  power  program,  and  other 
non-power  proceeds.   The  nonpower  funding  decreases  from  FY 
95  to  FY  96  due  to  the  completion  of  a  large  contract  for 
the  Army's  Rocky  Mountain  Arsenal. 

There  are  no  non-power  proceeds  in  FY  94  because  $2.0 
million  in  revenues  and  scrap  sales,  which  ordinarily  are 
treated  as  non-power  proceeds,  were  treated  as  an  offset  to 
non-power  expenditures  in  FY  94.   This  was  an  accounting 
misclassif ication  in  1994  and  has  been  corrected  for  future 
years. 


^ 


Mr.  Myers: 


Mr.  Crowell: 
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Please  provide  a  chart  showing  the  FTEs  for  each 
appropriated  program  for  FY  1993  through  FY  1996.   Also 
show  the  FTEs  funded  by  power  proceeds  and  reimbursable 
services. 


FTEs  for  TVA  Programs 


Program  FY  1993  FY  199A 

Stewardship  781  726 

Land  and  Water  177  194 

LBL  66  108 

ERC  373  270 

Economic  Development  108  129 

Subtotal  1,505  1,427 

Power  and  Other  15.781  14.891 

TVA  Total  17,286  16,318 


FY  1995    FY  1996 


617 

206 

92 

340 

ni 

1,370 
14.335 
15,705 


617 
206 
92 
340 
111 

1,370 

13.507 

14,877 


Note:   Table  reflects  accounting  changes  that  moved  certain  Stewardship 
activities  to  other  categories. 
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Mr.  Myers:     Why  does  the  appropriations  request  for  recreation  services 
at  Land  Between  The  Lakes  balloon  to  $4.8A  million  in  FY  96 
from  an  appropriated  level  of  $1.48  million  in  FY  95?   Are 
user  fees  being  charged  for  recreational  services?   Are 
they  sufficient?   Why  were  no  nonpower  proceeds  received  in 
FY  94  when  last  year's  budget  identified  $1.7  million? 

Mr.  Crowell:   The  recreation  services  appropriations  request  increased 
primarily  due  to  an  accounting  and  organizational  change 
which  moved  facility  management  from  Stewardship  to  the 
Land  Between  The  Lakes  (LBL)  budget  category.   LBL's 
appropriations  budget,  including  the  portion  in 
Stewardship,  was  $9.8  million  in  FY  94  and  $7.15  million  in 
FY  95,  and  is  proposed  at  $6.17  million  in  FY  96. 

User  fees  currently  are  being  charged  for  recreational 
services  at  LBL.   The  user  fees  have  been  set  based  on 
surveys  and  benchmarking  of  comparable  facilities.   LBL 
fees  fall  in  the  mid-  to  upper-range  for  comparable 
facilities . 

Nonpower  proceeds  of  $1.8  million  were  received  in  FY  94  at 
LBL  and  were  treated  as  an  offset  to  Nonpower  expenditures 
in  FY  94. 
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Mr.  Myers:     The  budget  request  for  the  Environmental  Research  Center 
includes  funds  for  biomass  research  and  development  and 
biomass  commercialization.   Exactly  how  do  these  programs 
differ  from  the  biomass  activities  being  pursued  at  the 
Department  of  Energy?   What  steps  have  you  taken  to  ensure 
that  the  Center's  research  activities,  such  as  those 
involving  biomass  energy,  are  not  duplicative  of  other 
federal  research  efforts? 

Mr.  Crowell:   TVA  and  DOE  are  working  on  entirely  different  biomass 
conversion  technologies.   TVA's  approach  is  an  acid 
hydrolysis  process.   EXDE's  process  is  enzymatic 
hydrolysis.   DOE  is  funding  part  of  TVA's  work  because  DOE 
wants  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  both  processes. 
DOE'S  National  Renewable  Energy  Laboratory  is  funding  the 
Center  to  evaluate  a  hybrid  hydrolysis  system,  various 
feedstocks,  and  pretreatment  processes.   DOE  is  also  asking 
the  Center  to  help  complete  and  commercialize  a 
concentrated  sulfuric  acid  hydrolysis  process.   DOE's 
Southeastern  Regional  Biomass  Energy  Program  is  managed  by 
the  Center.   Answers  to  biomass  technology  questions  are 
needed  to  help  the  Nation  prepare  for  potential  alternative 
fuels  in  the  future. 

TVA  participates  in  the  National  Science  and  Technology 
Council's  Committee  on  the  Environment  and  Natural 
Resources  (CENR).   The  CENR  helps  identify  national 
research  needs  and  reviews  the  environmental  research 
agenda  of  all  Federal  agencies  to  make  sure  agencies  do  not 
duplicate  one  another's  research. 

The  Center  conducts  a  rigorous  Peer  Review  process  to  help 
identify  emerging  environmental  issues  and  to  recommend 
ways  to  cooperate  with,  rather  than  duplicate,  the  research 
of  other  institutions.   TVA's  intensive  internal  business 
planning  ensures  the  Center  uses  its  public  funds  wisely 
and  most  efficiently  by  addressing  only  critical 
environmental  problems  that  impact  the  Center's  customers. 
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Mr.  Myers:     Please  detail  for  the  record,  costs  that  would  be 

associated  with  termination  of  the  appropriated  programs  of 
TVA  at  the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1996. 

Mr.  Crowell:   If  TVA's  appropriated  programs  were  terminated  in  fiscal 

year  1996,  the  cost  of  managing  its  dams,  lands,  reservoir, 
and  other  facilities,  including  Land  Between  the  Lakes, 
would  have  to  be  borne  by  someone.   As  shown  in  the 
President's  budget,  this  amounts  to  almost  $90  million. 
Discontinuing  any  of  our  appropriated  program  activities 
requires  extensive  study  in  order  to  assess  the  economic 
impact  on  the  Tennessee  Valley  region.   Among  the  issues  to 
be  addressed  would  be  the  disposal  of  lands  and  facilities, 
including  environmental  cleanup  costs  at  the  former 
fertilizer  production  plants  (site  of  the  Environmental 
Research  Center)  at  Muscle  Shoals,  Alabama;  contractual 
obligations,  as  well  as  reductions  in  force. 
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Mr.  Myers:    The  Ua«hineton  Post  recently  voiced  its  editorial 

opposition  to  the  efforts  of  certain  U.S.  Senators  to 
exclude  the  TVA  from  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  balanced 
budget  amendment  to  the  U.S.  Constitution.   What  is  the 
Authority's  position  on  this  issue? 

Mr.  Crowell:   TVA  fully  supports  the  exemption  for  its  self -financing 
electric  power  program.   The  receipts  and  outlays  of  the 
power  program  are  not  part  of  the  problem  the  balanced 
budget  amendment  is  directed  at  solving.   The  Senate 
Judiciary  expressly  provided  in  its  committee  report  that 
the  amendment  does  not  cover  the  TVA  power  program.   That 
comnittee  has  consistently  taken  this  same  action  each  time 
it  reported  a  balanced  budget  amendment  during  the  past  10 
years. 

Unfortunately,  the  Washington  Post  editorial  was  based  on 
erroneous  information  about  both  the  TVA  electric  power 
system  and  actions  of  the  Senate  Judiciary  Committee. 
First,  the  exemption  for  TVA  applied  only  to  its  electric 
power  program,  which  is  completely  self -financing  and 
self-supporting.   It  does  not  apply  to  TVA's  nonpower 
programs,  which  get  appropriations  like  other  Federal 
programs  and  should  not  be  exempt . 

As  this  comnittee  knows,  the  TVA  power  program  is 
financially  independent  from  the  rest  of  the  Government. 
It  survives  only  on  the  revenues  it  receives  from  the  sale 
of  electric  power.   Those  revenues  supply  the  funds  to  pay 
its  expenses.   Those  revenues  are  also  the  only  security 
for  power  program  borrowings.   Power  bonds  are  by  law 
neither  obligations  of  nor  guaranteed  by  the  United  States 
Government.   Taxpayer  funds  are  not  used  for  the  power 
program.   Even  capital  and  operating  expenses  for  TVA 
multipurpose  dams  are  allocated  to  power  and  nonpower,  and 
the  power  piogram  pays  for  its  share. 

The  Ujifthipgi-""  Post  also  relied  on  statements  being  made  by 
Senator  Feingold  on  the  basis  of  a  CBO  report  without 
checking  its  accuracy.   They  claim  that  the  TVA  power 
program  is  subsidized.   Quite  simply,  CBO  is  wrong.   It 
misread  TVA's  budget.   It  looked  only  at  the  appropriations 
side  of  TVA.   CBO  noticed  that  appropriations  are  used  for 
multipurpose  projects,  and  it  jumped  to  the  conclusion  that 
these  appropriations  pay  all  multipurpose  costs.   CBO 
failed  to  notice  that  the  TVA  power  program  flUP  PaY5  to 
maintain  its  share  of  those  same  projects.   The  CBO  error 
has  been  explained  to  both  CBO  and  the  Senator,  but  it 
still  keeps  coming  up. 
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Mr.  Myers:     Legislation  has  been  introduced  in  the  House  to  privatize 
the  TVA.   What  is  your  position  on  this  bill?   Does  TVA 
categorically  oppose  privatization  or  is  the  Authority 
considering  privatization  options  that  would  better  serve 
the  local  ratepayers  and  federal  taxpayers? 

Mr.  Crowell:   TVA  has  yet  to  see  a  privatization  proposal  that  would  be 
in  the  best  interests  of  the  customers  it  serves  and  will 
oppose  any  proposal,  including  the  legislation  presently 
pending,  that  does  not  guarantee  that  TVA's  customers  will 
benefit.   Privatization  would  result  in  higher  power  rates, 
and  TVA's  customers  should  not  have  to  pay  higher  rates  in. 
order  for  political  objectives,  rather  than  business 
objectives,  to  be  advanced. 

The  size  and  complexity  of  the  TVA  power  system,  its 
substantial  nuclear  power  investment,  the  need  for  the 
rights  of  TVA's  bondholders  to  be  fully  secured,  and  the 
overriding  importance  of  maintaining  a  reliable, 
competitively-priced  source  of  power  to  meet  the  electric 
power  requirements  of  the  8  million  citizens  and  businesses 
in  the  Tennessee  Valley  region  make  it  unlikely  that  any 
proposal  to  sell  TVA  to  private  investors  would  be 
beneficial  to  TVA's  customers  or  the  Nation's  taxpayers. 
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Mr.  Myers:     TVA  has  called  for  an  end  to  restrictions  that  prevent  the 
Authority  from  selling  power  to  customers  outside  of  its 
service  territory.   Would  efforts  to  compete  in  electricity 
markets  nationwide  be  consistent  with  the  traditional 
mission  of  a  not-for-profit  public  utility  like  TVA? 

Mr.  Crowell:   There  is  no  inconsistency  between  TVA's  being  non-profit 

and  TVA's  doing  business  outside  its  traditional  geographic 
area.   In  fact,  the  change  is  consistent  with  what  is 
happening  in  the  industry.   The  very  concept  of  a  service 
territory  is  rapidly  disappearing,  and  TVA  must  change  to 
remain  a  competitive  force,  which  was,  after  all,  why  TVA 
was  created  in  the  first  place. 

Before  the  1959  enactment  of  TVA's  self -financing 
authority,  TVA  had  no  service  territory  as  such.   TVA 
simply  sold  power  to  those  who  wished  to  purchase  it. 
Geographically,  however,  things  had  remained  fairly  stable 
since  the  mid-1940s.   Private  electric  utilities,  who  were 
beneficiaries  of  exclusive  service  territories  created  by 
state  public  service  commissions,  insisted  that  TVA  be 
prohibited  from  selling  in  their  territories  in  exchange 
for  receiving  self-financing  authority. 

But  the  last  several  years  have  witnessed  a  rapid  change  in 
the  electric  utility  industry.   The  business  dealings  of 
many  are  ranging  far  afield  of  their  traditional  service 
territories.   Increasingly,  utility  regulators  are  allowing 
and  encouraging  utilities  to  compete  with  one  another. 
This  encouragement  is,  of  course,  consistent  with 
congressional  intent  expressed  in  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of 
1992.   Competition- -not  restricted  and  exclusive  service 
territories--is  the  hallmark  of  the  future. 

In  order  to  make  sure  that  TVA  is  positioned  to  function  in 
this  new  utility  environment,  TVA  has  cotamissioned  Palmer 
Bellevue,  a  division  of  Coopers  and  Lybrand,  to  take  a  look 
at  the  facts  pertaining  to  the  TVA  service  territory 
restriction. 
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Mr.  Myers:    Certain  tourist  companies  have  recently  complained  that 

TVA's  plans  to  construct  cabins,  bunkhouses,  and  a  supply 
center  at  Land  Between  The  Lakes  represent  unfair 
competition.   Do  these  entrepreneurs  have  a  valid  concern? 

Mr.  Crowell:   Like  other  federal  land-managing  agencies,  TVA  has  been 
working  on  ways  to  recover  more  of  expenses  by  cutting 
operating  costs  and  increasing  income.   Improvements  in  our 
full-service  campgrounds  have  increased  revenues  more  than 
74  percent  in  the  past  four  years.   The  camping  cabins, 
bunkhouses  and  campground  service  center  are  a  continuation 
of  the  improvements  customers  have  been  requesting. 

The  cabins  and  the  bunkhouses  are  basic  wooden  shelters 
with  no  amenities  other  than  electricity  (no  running  water, 
baths,  etc).  They  are  designed  to  attract  families  who  want 
to  camp  but  do  not  have  camping  equipment.   The  service 
center  is  located  in  one  of  the  campgrounds;  will  rent 
recreation  equipment;  and  will  sell  only  a  few  camping 
supply  items  such  as  ice,  firewood,  lantern  fuel,  and 
canned  goods. 

LBL  is  the  centerpiece  of  a  $400  million  regional  tourism 
industry.   More  than  2  million  visitor'^s  from  across  the 
U.S.  and  around  the  world  are  attracted  to  LBL  each  year. 
A  1987  survey  showed  that  LBL  visitors  spend  an  average  of 
$150  per  trip  while  in  the  region.   Of  that  amount,  more 
than  two-thirds  is  spent  in  area  businesses  outside  of 
LBL.   The  cabins  and  other  improvements  to  our  existing 
campgrounds  will  attract  more  business  to  the  region. 
There  are  no  other  camping  cabins  or  bunkhouses  in  the 
region,  so  they  should  not  be  competitive.   We  have  sold 
ice,  firewood,  and  insect  repellent  in  the  campgrounds  for 
several  years.   The  few  added  supplies  should  not 
negatively  impact  area  businesses. 

No  major  new  services  are  planned  at  LBL  until  a  Public  Use 
Planning  initiative  is  completed  in  1996.   All  interested 
groups,  including  area  businesses,  will  be  asked  to 
participate  in  planning  LBL's  future. 


207 


Mr.  Myers:     The  subcooonitcee  understands  that  TVA  currently  has 

outstanding  debt  of  approximately  $26  billion  and  that  debt 
is  projected  to  increase  by  $585  million  in  FY  96.   What 
steps  is  the  Authority  taking  to  stabilize  its  debt?  When 
will  Congress  be  asked  to  increase  TVA's  current  debt  limit 
of  $30  billion? 

Mr.  Crowell:   TVA  is  reducing  capital  expentitures  in  an  effort  to 
stabilize  borrowings.   Although  debt  is  projected  to 
increase  by  $585  million  in  FY  96,  this  is  a  reduction  of 
over  $400  million  from  FY  95.   An  additional  reduction  of 
approximately  $400  million  is  projected  for  FY  97. 

In  December  1994,  TVA  announced  an  internal  cap  on 
borrowings  of  $27  -  $28  billion.   TVA  does  not  anticipate 
requesting  an  increase  in  the  $30  billion  debt  ceiling 
unless  future  legislated  changes  make  such  an  increase 
necessary. 
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Mr.  Myers:    Please  estimate  the  annual  tax  revenue  to  the  federal 

government  that  the  power  program  of  TVA  would  generate  if 
it  were  privatized. 

Mr.  Crowell:   It  is  really  impossible  to  estimate  the  Federal  income 
taxes  TVA  would  pay  today  if  it  were  a  private  electric 
utility.  As  you  know,  Federal  income  taxes  are  not  only  a 
function  of  revenues  received  and  business  expenses 
incurred  in  any  single  year,  but  also  a  myriad  of  tax 
credits  and  depreciation  schedules  at  different  rates  and 
for  different  kinds  of  property  and  often  depend  on  which 
year  that  property  was  first  put  into  service.   Moreover, 
unused  tax  credits  can  be  carried  forward  from  year  to 
year,  and  tax  returns  of  earlier  years  can  be  amended. 
Consequently,  the  income  taxes  actually  paid  during  any 
single  year  is  typically  the  net  result  of  all  these 
variables  in  the  tax  returns  for  several  years  (the  current 
year  and  amended  returns  for  earlier  years). 

In  addition,  a  private  electric  utility  follows  two 
separate  accounting  systems:  one  for  financial  accounting 
and  the  other  for  tax  purposes.  TVA's  records  are  kept 
only  in  accordance  with  the  financial  accounting  system. 
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Mr.  Myers:    What  is  the  schedule  for  restarting  Browns  Ferry  Nuclear 

Plant  Unit  3?   What  major  elements  of  recovery  work  remain 
to  be  performed?   Have  any  decisions  been  made  as  to  the 
potential  restart  of  Browns  Ferry  Unit  1? 

Mr.  Crowell:   The  present  schedule  shows  Unit  3  achieving  full  power  in 
February  1996.   This  schedule  has  remained  constant  since 
the  reforecast  in  1993  which  was  based  on  the  experience  of 
Unit  2's  Restart  Program. 

About  5  percent  of  the  bulk  modification  work  (electrical 
conduit,  cable,  pipe  hangers,  etc.)  remains  to  be 
completed.   The  remaining  work  consists  of  corrective  and 
preventative  maintenance,  component  and  system  testing, 
procedure  revisions,  document  updates,  and  required 
inspections  (Operational  Readiness).   This  will  be  followed 
by  core  load  (Fall  of  1995)  and  power  ascension  testing. 

The  decision  regarding  Unit  1  will  be  made  as  part  of  the 
Integrated  Resource  Planning  (IRP)  process. 
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Mr.  Myers:    At  what  cost  are  industrial  and  residential  ratepayers 

currently  purchasing  electricity  produced  at  Browns  Perry 
Nuclear  Plant  Unit  2? 


Mr.  Crowell:  Ratepayers  do  not  purchase  electricity  at  a  plant-specific 
cost.   Power  generated  from  each  plant  makes  up  the  TVA 
power  system  and  rates  are  based  on  the  collective  costs  of 
all  the  units  in  the  system. 

TVA  average  revenue  in  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  199A  was  4.2  cents 
per  kilowatt-hour  sold.   Average  rates  paid  by  consumers  of 
TVA  power  in  FY  1994  (includes  distributor  costs)  were  3.9 
cents  per  kilowatt-hour  for  residential  customers  and  3.73 
cents  per  kilowatt-hour  for  industrial  customers.   For 
comparison.  Browns  Ferry  Unit  2  production  costs  for  FY 
1994  were  2.2  cents  per  kilowatt-hour. 
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Mr.  Myers:     Please  identify  by  type,  net  generation  of  electricity  for 
FY  1993  through  FY  1999. 

Mr.  Crowell: 

Year:  1993    199A    1995*   1996*   1997*   1998*   1999* 

Total  Generation  in  millions  of  kilowatt-hours: 

127,829  130,849  139,702  144,252  147,645  151,942  152,456 

Percent  of  Total  Generation  Source: 


Coal 

76.0 

70.4 

70.7 

66.7 

67.7 

66.6 

66.3 

Hydro 

14.1 

15.4 

12.2 

11.9 

11.6 

11.3 

11.3 

Nuclear 

9.6 

14.0 

16.5 

20.9 

20.3 

21.3 

21.3 

CTs 

0.2 

0.2 

0.6 

0.5 

0.4 

0.7 

1.1 

Estimated  based  on  October  1994  medium  load  forecast 
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Mr.  Myers:     By  program,  please  identify  each  type  of  nonpower  proceed 
used  to  fund  Resource  Group  activities  by  year  for  FY  1992 
through  FY  1996. 

Mr.  Crowell: 

Resource  Group  Nonpower  Proceeds  by  year  for  FY92  through  FY96 

Description  FY  1992     FY  1993     FY  199A     FY  1995     FY  1996 

Recreation  fees 

Timber  sales 

LBL  fees  2,011       2,004      1,857*      2,965       3,300 

Reclamation  sales  999       1,775      2,025*      2,607       1,800 

Mineral  rights  payments 

Licenses  and  leases 

Fertilizer  sales 

Interest  income  4,603       3,120      3,378* 

Asset  sales  816          -        317* 

Reservior  system  op  -           ■        660 

Long-tprm  receivables  -           -        975 

Stewai^ship  programs  ...       1,530       2,100 

Other  353         363     221*  1      1 

Total  nonpower  $12,845     $11,140     $9,545      $7,102      $7,200 

*  These  proceeds  were  misclassif ied  and  treated  as  an 
offset  to  expenditures  in  1994. 
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527 

1,468 

1,779 

2,011 

2,004 

999 

1,775 

975 

975 

450 

597 

693 

- 

4,603 

3,120 

816 

- 
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Mr.  Myers:     Please  list  each  TVA  office  ouside  of  Knoxville,  Tennessee; 
include  a  description  of  each  office,  the  programs 
conducted  at  each,  the  number  of  customers  helped  at  each 
office,  the  number  of  employees  and  the  cost  of  maintaining 
each  office,  and  the  source  of  funds  paying  for  each  office. 

Mr.  Crowell:   The  attached  table  provides  the  requested  information.   TVA 
staff  would  be  happy  to  met  with  you  to  discuss  any  points 
which  need  additional  clarification. 

Resource  Group  and  Economic  Development  are  located  in  a 
variety  of  facilities,  part  of  which  are  owned  and  part  of 
which  are  leased.   The  majority  of  the  leased  facilities 
are  leased  by  Corporate  Facilities  for  TVA.   In  FY95  the 
appropriated  portion  of  the  Corporate  costs  for  facilities 
is  $10,144,000  for  approximately  1140  employees  or 
approximately  $8900  per  employee  (annual  basis).   This 
number  was  used  to  establish  facility  costs  in  all 
Corporate  leased  facilities. 
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Mr.  Myers:     Please  assure  Che  Commiccee  that  no  appropriated  funds  are 
being  used  to  supplement  any  power  programs  of  TVA  or  to 
supplement  contracts  offered  to  communities  to  review 
contracts  for  TVA  power. 

Mr.  Crowell:   TVA  does  not  use  any  appropriated  funds  to  supplement  the 
power  program.   The  TVA  power  program  pays  its  full  and 
fair  share  of  the  costs  of  all  TVA  multipurpose  projects 
and  activities.   Any  agreement  to  provide  communities  with 
technical  or  financial  assistance  regarding  contracts  for 
TVA  power  are  funded  through  power  program  revenues . 
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Mr.  Myers: 


For  each  appropriated  program,  please  provide  the  number  of 
FTEs  and  Che  funding  broken  down  by  object  classification. 


Mr.  Crowell: 


FY96  TVA  Payroll  Information 


Program 

Stewardship 
Land  and  Water 
LBL 
ERC 
Economic  Dev 


FTEs   Total 


617 
206 
92 
340 
111 


70,281 
10,922 
6,170 
32,282 
20.818 


Labor  & 
Benefits 

33,919 

4,429 

3,329 
19,338 
U.7H 


Contracts 

11,429 
3,901 
1,366 
5,056 
Alia 


Materials  & 
Equipment   Other 


5,175 

549 

924 

3,996 

1.343 


19,758 

2,043 

551 

3,892 

2.641 


Total 


1,370   $140,473  $73,731    $25,870   $11,987 


$28,885 
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Mr.  Myers:     Have  you  reviewed  the  possibility  of  contracting  out  any  of 
these  for  cost  savings? 

Mr.  Crowell:   Yes.   TVA  always  has  utilized  the  services  of  specialty 

contractors  to  support  program  activities  when  the  required 
expertise  was  not  available  inside.   Since  the  beginning  of 
FY91,  we  have  expanded  the  use  of  contractors  to  cover  all 
seasonal  activities,  and  a  variety  of  specialized  tasks 
that  are  not  continuous  in  temporary  craft  support  for 
facilities  maintenance  and  modification.   We  are  continuing 
to  look  for  the  most  cost-effective  approach  in  conducting 
program  activities,  including  the  use  of  contractors  when 
it  will  result  in  savings.   Other  specific  examples  of 
contractor  versus  inhouse  use  include: 

■  Operation  of  campgrounds  and  recreation  areas 

■  Fluctuating  requirements  for  biological  and  environmental 
assessments 

•  Archeological  assessments  and  surveys 

•  Nonroutine  air  and  water  monitoring 
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Mr.  Myers:     Describe  the  contractual  relationship  between  the  Corps  and 
TVA.   The  Corps'  budget  contains  nearly  $14  million  for 
Operations  and  Maintenance  of  the  Tennessee  River.   How 
does  this  complement  TVA's  authority  in  this  area? 

Mr.  Crowell:   Under  a  1962  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  TVA  makes  capital 

improvements  to  navigation  locks  on  the  Tennessee  River  and 
pays  for  electricity  to  operate  the  locks.   The  Corps 
operates  navigation  locks  and  dredges  the  navigation 
channel  on  the  Tennessee  River  as  needed  to  assure  that 
shippers  see  no  difference  in  procedures  when  navigating 
the  Tennessee  or  any  other  inland  river.   TVA  and  the  Corps 
share  responsibilities  for  maintenance.   The  $14  million  in 
the  Corps  budget  funds  their  work  under  this  Agreement. 

Under  a  1984  Memorandxim  of  Understanding,  TVA  and  Corps 
have  established  procedures  they  will  follow  in  operating 
Kentucky  Dam  during  emergency  flood  conditions  on  the  lower 
Ohio  and  Mississippi  Rivers. 

Also,  the  Corps  contracts  with  TVA  to  perform  certain  tasks 
on  an  at-cost  and  as-needed  basis  where  TVA  has  unique 
expertise.   For  example,  the  Corps  uses  Military 
Interdepartmental  Purchases  Requests  (MIPRs)  and  letter 
orders  to  fund  TVA  transportation  studies  that  form  the 
basis  for  their  lock  and  dredging  feasibility  analyses. 
Since  1976,  TVA  has  completed  over  20  of  these  studies  and 
is  now  working,  or  has  plans  to  work,  on  Corps  studies  on 
the  upper  and  lower  Mississippi  Rivers,  the  Illinois  River, 
the  Missouri  River,  the  Erie  Canal,  the  proposed 
interconnecting  waterway  between  Lake  Erie  and  the  Ohio, 
deep  water  port  dredging  studies,  and  other  efforts. 


240 


Mr.  Myers:    Please  outline  the  specific  missions  provided  to  TVA  that 
would  ordinarily  be  under  the  Corps'  jurisdiction.   Why 
must  these  activities  be  carried  out  by  your  agency?   What 
is  TVA's  expertise  that  allows  it  to  manage  the  waterways 
in  the  region  rather  than  the  Corps? 

Mr.  Crowell:   Responsibilities  for  navigation,  flood  control,  hydropower 
generation,  dam  safety,  and  reservoir  land  management  on 
the  Tennessee  River  would  ordinarily  be  under  the  Corps' 
jurisdiction  if  TVA  did  not  exist.   TVA  carries  out  these 
activities  on  the  Tennessee  River  because  Congress  mandated 
it  to  do  so  under  the  TVA  Act  of  1933. 

Unlike  the  Corps,  TVA  operates  with  a  broad  mandate  for 
both  economic  development  and  natural  resource  management. 
Its  expertise  in  integrated  resource  management  allows  it 
to  operate  the  waterways  in  the  region  for  economic  growth 
without  adversely  affecting  the  environment. 

TVA  integrates  the  objectives  of  single  purpose,  single 
expertise  agencies  like  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  in  its  management  decisions.   TVA  is  ef f icient--its 
Lake  Improvement  Plan,  which  improved  water  quality  and 
aquatic  life  below  TVA  dams  and  improved  summer  recreation 
levels  in  tributary  lakes,  cost  only  $A  million  and  took 
only  3.4  years  to  develop.   The  states  of  Virginia,  North 
Carolina,  Georgia,  Tennessee,  Alabama,  Mississippi,  and 
Kentucky  supported  the  decision  and  none  of  the  competing 
interests  has  sued  to  overturn  the  decision.   The  federal 
government  doesn't  have  to  pay  the  overheads  of  all  these 
agencies  to  manage  the  Tennessee  River. 

TVA's  broad  mandate  for  "proper  use,  conservation  and 
development  of  the  Tennessee  River  for  the  general  social 
and  economic  well-being  of  the  Nation"  means  that  it  cannot 
emphasize  one  purpose  or  objective  over  another.   On  the 
Upper  Mississippi  River,  navigation  and  environmental 
groups  are  polarized  as  five  states  and  the  Corps  address 
how  to  manage  the  river  in  the  wake  of  the  Midwest  Flood  of 
1993.   The  Corps  is  spending  over  $40  million  to  study 
navigation  alternatives  on  the  Upper  Mississippi.   If  TVA 
were  managing  the  Upper  Mississippi,  it  could  not  emphasize 
the  Corps'  navigation  objective  at  the  expense  of  the 
environment,  or  emphasize  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's 
endangered  species  or  wetlands  mandates  without  considering 
economic  consequences.   TVA  achieves  an  efficient  balance 
of  competing  interests  that  should  be  a  model  for  how 
federal  objectives  should  be  met  in  other  regions  of  the 
country. 
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Mr.  Myers:     Please  cite  the  legislation  that  precludes  any  of  your 

power  proceeds  being  used  to  fund  your  non-power  activities. 

Mr.  Crowell:   In  placing  TVA  on  a  completely  self -financing  basis  in 

1959,  Congress  specified  in  Section  15d(f)  of  the  TVA  Act 
the  types  of  expenditures  that  TVA  power  rates  were  to  be 
set  to  cover--all  of  which  must  be  "purposes  connected  with 
the  Corporation's  power  business,  having  due  regard  for  the 
primary  objectives  of  the  Act,  including  the  objective  that 
power  shall  be  sold  at  rates  as  low  as  are  feasible." 
TVA's  authority  to  sell  bonds  is  also  limited,  under 
Section  15d(a),  "to  assist  in  financing  its  power 
program."   To  permit  TVA  power  revenues  to  be  used  for 
non-power  purposes  would  be  to  go  beyond  the  purposes 
delineated  in  Section  15d(f)  and  would  run  directly  counter 
to  the  statutory  mandate  for  power  rates  to  be  "as  low  as 
feasible. " 

TVA  also,  under  the  express  authority  of  Section  15d(a), 
entered  into  binding  covenants  with  the  holders  of  TVA 
power  bonds  restricting  the  use  of  TVA  power  funds  to  power 
system  purposes  in  order  to  "enhance  the  marketability  of 
said  bonds."   This  restriction  was  necessary  to  provide  TVA 
bondholders  with  the  degree  of  security  necessary  to  enable 
TVA  bonds  to  be  sold  on  reasonable  terms,  because  TVA  power 
bonds  are  not  obligations  of  or  guaranteed  by  the  the 
United  States.   Section  29  of  the  TVA  Act  provides  that  no 
amendment  to  or  repeal  of  the  TVA  Act  "shall  operate  to 
impair  the  obligation  of  any  contract  made  (by  TVA]  under 
any  power  conferred  by  this  Act." 
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Mr.  Bevill:   The  $140  million  you  have  requested  for  stewardship  is  used 
to  operate  dams  and  protect  shoreline  along  the  Tennessee 
River.   In  your  judgment,  if  these  funds  were  eliminated 
would  local  and  state  agencies  be  equipped  to  take  over 
these  responsibilities? 

Mr.  Crowell:   State  and  local  agencies  have  neither  the  funds  nor  the 

staff  to  take  over  TVA's  responsibilities  for  management  of 
dams,  lands,  and  associated  facilities.   Eliminating  these 
funds  while  assigning  TVA  responsibilities  to  state  or 
local  government  would  become  another  unfunded  mandate  from 
the  federal  government. 

TVA  was  created  to  address  natural  resource  management  and 
economic  development  issues  for  an  interstate  river  basin. 
Individual  states  do  not  have  the  resources  or  capabilities 
to  manage  flow  from  the  integrated  system  of  48  dams  and 
efficiently  resolve  conflicts  in  operating  priorities.   In 
other  river  basins,  states  frequently  form  river  basin 
associations  which  attempt  to  coordinate  individual  state 
actions.   However,  these  efforts  often  fail  to  prevent 
polarization  on  important  issues,  and  resources  are 
diverted  to  litigation  rather  than  to  solving  problems. 

For  example,  proposals  to  develop  new  water  supply  dams  and 
revise  operating  practices  for  Corps  of  Engineers  projects 
in  the  ACT/ACF  River  Basins  in  the  greater  Atlanta  area 
created  controversy  among  user  groups,  the  states,  and 
other  federal  agencies.   Due  to  litigation  brought  by 
Alabama  against  Georgia  and  the  Corps,  the  Congress  has  had 
to  fund  an  $11.25  million  study  to  develop  needed  basin  and 
water  resource  data  and  recommend  an  interstate  mechanism 
for  resolving  problems.   In  the  Tennessee  Valley,  TVA  works 
to  develop  consensus  among  the  states  and  all  river  system 
users  about  needed  changes  in  natural  resource  management, 
and  efficiently  implements  the  resulting  decision  without 
unnecessary  litigation  and  delays. 
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Mr.  Bevill:    You  talked  about  the  important  work  being  done  at  the 

Environmental  Research  Center.   Could  you  elaborate  on  the 
study  being  done  on  nonpoint  source  water  pollution  and  its 
national  implications? 

Mr.  Crowell:   Nonpoint  source  (NPS)  pollution  from  agriculture  accounts 
for  more  than  70  percent  of  the  Nation's  polluted  river 
miles  and  half  of  the  impaired  lake  acres.   A  great  deal  of 
the  NPS  pollution  comes  from  the  distribution  and  use  of 
agricultural  chemicals,  and  from  on-farm  practices.   The 
Center  is  working  with  agricultural  businesses  from  New 
York  to  California,  to  find  economical  safeguards  to  keep 
pesticides  and  plant  nutrients  from  getting  into  surface 
and  groundwaters. 

Some  of  the  environmental  safeguards  include  installing 
TVA-designed  dikes,  berms  (small  dams),  and  storrawater 
containment  structures  and  using  new  environmental 
management  techniques  and  materials  for  building  these 
structures.   Participating  businesses  invest  up  to  $500,000 
using  TVA-designed  environmental  safeguards. 

Nonpoint  source  pollution  is  also  a  major  problem  in  the 
Tennessee  Valley  watershed.   The  Center  is  working  with 
TVA's  River  Action  Teams  to  identify  NPS  problems  and 
sources,  and  to  find  affordable  ways  to  solve  the 
problems.   Activities  include  improving  riparian  zone 
effectiveness  in  protecting  water  quality  and  using 
biological  controls  as  alternatives  to  chemicals  for 
controlling  aquatic  plants. 

The  Center's  work  is  encouraged  by  USDA  and  EPA.   The 
effort  was  recognized  in  Renew  America' s  "Environmental 
Success"- -an  index  of  outstanding  environmental  programs 
from  around  the  country. 
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Mr.  Bevill:    Do  you  feel  every  effort  is  being  made  to  assure  that  the 
research  being  done  at  the  Environmental  Research  Center 
does  not  duplicate  efforts  of  other  Federal  agencies? 

Mr.  Crowell:   TVA's  Environmental  Research  Center  does  not  duplicate 

federal  or  state  research.   The  Center  works  in  partnership 
with  other  agencies  and  institutions  to  leverage  funding 
and  to  ensure  the  Center's  research  is  complementary  to 
other  efforts,  not  duplicative. 

TVA  participates  in  the  National  Science  and  Technology 
Council's  Committee  on  the  Environment  and  Natural 
Resources  (CENR).   The  CENR  helps  identify  national 
research  needs  and  reviews  the  environmental  research 
agenda  of  all  federal  agencies  to  make  sure  agencies  do  not 
duplicate  one  another's  research. 

The  Center  conducts  a  rigorous  Peer  Review  process  to  help 
identify  emerging  environmental  issues  and  to  recommend 
ways  to  cooperate  with,  rather  than  duplicate,  the  research 
of  other  institutions.   TVA's  intensive  internal  business 
planning  ensures  the  Center  uses  its  public  funds  wisely 
and  most  efficiently  by  addressing  only  critical 
environmental  problems  that  impact  the  Center's  customers. 
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Craven  Crowell,  Chairman 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority 

Biographical  Data 

Craven  Crowell  was  appointed  Chairman  of  the  TVA  Beard 
of  Directors  by  President  Clinton.  The  appointment  of 
Crowell  as  the  1 1  th  Chairman  of  TVA  was  confirmed  by  the 
U.S.  Senate  on  July  1 , 1 993,  and  his  nine-year  term  expires 
onMayia.  2CX)2. 

Crowell,  who  has  ten  years  of  service  at  TVA.  is  a  memt)er 
of  the  boards  of  the  Electric  Power  Research  Institute  of  Palo 
Alto,  California,  arxl  the  Nuclear  Energy  Institute  of 
Washington,  D.C. 

EPRI  conducts  technological  and  environmental  research 
on  behalf  of  the  Nation's  electric  utility  industry,  and  NEI 
provides  information,  and  policy  support  on  matters  relevant 
to  nuclear  power. 

Crowell  also  serves  on  the  boards  of  several  community 
organizations,  including  The  Dowmtown  Organization  of 
Knoxville,  the  Ijams  Nature  Center  of  Knoxville,  RiverValley 
Partners  of  Chattanooga,  the  National  Civil  Rights  Museum 
in  Memphis,  and  the  Nashville  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Until  his  appointment  as  TVA  Chairman,  Crowell  was  Chief  of 
Staff  for  U.S.  Senator  Jim  Sasser  of  Tennessee.  Previously, 
Crowell  was  a  TVA  vice  president  and  a  member  of  the 
agency's  top  management  team. 

Crowell  grew  up  in  Nashville,  Tennessee,  and  was  graduated 
from  David  Lipscomb  University  in  1965.  He  is  a  veteran 
of  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve  and  Naval  Reserve.  He  and 
his  wife,  Freddie,  have  a  daughter,  Stephanie  Goff,  who  lives 
in  Nashville. 


October  1994 
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William  H.  Kennoy,  Director 

Tennessee  VaBey  Authority 

Biographical  Data 

William  H.  Kennoy  became  a  Dlrecta  of  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  on  May  31 .  1 991 .  He  was  appointed  by 
President  Bush  to  a  term  that  expires  May  18,  1999. 

Mr.  Kennoy  came  to  the  TVA  Board  with  25  years  of 
experience  as  a  professional  engineer  and  private  business 
executive.  From  1971  until  his  TVA  appointment,  he  was 
President  of  Kennoy  Engineers,  Inc.,  an  environmental 
engineering  firm  in  Lexington,  Kentucky. 

As  president  of  Kennoy  Engineers,  he  was  responsible  for 
the  design  and  supervision  of  water  and  sewer  projects 
valued  at  more  than  $1 00  million.  His  firm  also  advised 
municipal  utilities  in  rate  design  and  project  financing,  and 
conducted  dam  inspections  for  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers.  From  1963  to  1971 ,  he  was  Vice  President  of 
Kennoy  &  Company,  Inc.,  a  firm  which  was  founded  by  his 
late  fathier  and  was  the  predecessor  company  to  Kennoy 
Engineers. 

Mr.  Kennoy  Is  a  Commander  on  inactive  reserve  status  in  the 
U.S.  Public  Health  Service  Corps.  From  1961  to  1963.  he 
directed  radionudide  water  analysis  fa  ttie  U.  S.  Public 
Health  Service  in  Montgomery,  Alabama.  From  1960  to 
1961 ,  he  investigated  drainage  problems  in  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley  for  the  State  of  California. 

Mr.  Kennoy  was  bom  in  Huntsville,  Alabama,  where  his 
father  was  a  TVA  engineer  on  the  Guntersville,  Wheeler,  and 
Pickwick  Dam  constnjction  projects  in  the  late  1930s.  He 
earned  a  B.S.  degree  in  civil  engineering  from  the  University 
of  Kentucky  in  1960  and  is  a  member  of  the  Engineering 
Dean's  Advisory  Council.  He  is  a  Registered  Professional 
Engineer  in  Alabama  and  Kentucky  and  a  licensed  helicopter 
pitot. 

Mr.  Kennoy  has  two  daughters,  both  University  of  Kentucky 
graduates.  Kelly  is  an  environmental  consultant  in  Chicago, 
and  Le^  is  a  registered  nurse  in  Lexington. 
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Johnny  H.  Hayes.  Director 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority 

Biographical  Data 

Johnny  H.  Hayes,  named  by  President  Bll  CInton  to  the  TVA 
Board  of  Directors,  was  confirmed  on  July  1 ,  1993.  His  temi 
ends  on  May  18, 1996. 

Before  joining  TVA,  Hayes  was  Convnissioner  of  the 
Tennessee  Department  of  Economic  &  Community 
Development.  He  was  responsible  for  helping  to  bring  new 
manufacturing  and  service  firms  to  the  state  arxJ  for  helping 
existing  business  and  irxjustry  to  expand.  He  was  chaimfian 
of  the  Tennessee-European  Economic  Alliance,  a  board 
member  of  the  Japan-Tennessee  Society,  and  a  member  of 
the  Governor's  Task  Face  on  Housing.  Hayes  was 
appointed  Ckxnmissioner  by  Governor  Ned  McWherter  in 
January  1992  after  having  served  one  year  as  Commissioner 
of  Employment  Security. 

Hayes  is  a  member  of  the  Volunteer  State  Community 
College  Foundation  Board  and  the  Tennessee  Technological 
University  College  of  Business  Foundatbn.  In  1993,  Tech's 
College  of  Business  recognized  him  with  its  "Outstanding 
Business  Leadership  Award."  Appointed  to  the  Democratic 
National  Committee  in  1985,  Hayes  has  been  active  in  the 
House,  Senate,  and  Presidential  campaigns  of  Vice  President 
AJGore. 

Before  entering  pdtilic  sendee,  Hayes  was  president  of 
Newman,  Hayes  &  Dixon,  an  independent  insurance  agerx^y 
he  founded  in  HerxJersonville,  Tennessee,  in  1964.  He  is  a 
former  board  member  of  the  Independent  Insurers  of 
Tennessee,  arxj  member  of  the  Sumner  County  Commission, 
the  Sumner  County  Industrial  Board,  and  the  Hendersonville 
and  Gallatin  Chambers  of  Commerce.  Active  in  the  Bethpage 
United  f^ethodist  Church,  he  has  served  as  Superintendent 
of  SurxJay  Schools  for  15  years. 

OriginaBy  from  Alcoa,  Tennessee,  Hayes  graduated  from 
Tennessee  Tech  University  in  1962.  He  and  his  wife, 
Mary  Howard,  have  three  children  —  Craig,  Amy,  and 
Mary  Kate. 
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Testimony  of  Craven  Crowell,  Chairman 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority 

before  the  Energy  and  Water  Subcommittee 

of  the  House  Appropriations  Committee 

U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 

February  28,  1995-  Washington,  D.C. 


Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  My  colleagues  on  the  Board  of  Directors,  Johnny  Hayes  and  Bill 
Kennoy,  and  I  are  pleased  to  meet  with  you  today. 

The  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  is  a  unique  federal  corporation  serving  the  Southeast  and 
the  nation. 

TVA  is  known  for  its  highly  competitive  electric  power  system.  We  also  control  floods, 
manage  federal  lands,  ensure  the  safety  of  dams,  and  carry  on  other  responsibilities  important  to 
the  nation's  economic  strength. 

Because  TVA  is  a  federal  corporation,  and  part  of  the  rapidly  changing  electric  utility 
industry,  we  are  driven  by  the  same  sense  of  discipline  -  the  same  business  philosophy  -  that 
makes  a  private  corporation  successful. 

Like  a  successful  corporation,  we  worit  to  give  the  best  possible  service  -  at  the  lowest 
feasible  price. 

Like  a  wortd-class  corporation,  we  measure  our  progress  and  improve  our  performance  - 
using  benchmarks  and  key  business  indicators. 

Like  an  innovative  corporation,  we  avoid  duplicating  the  work  of  other  state  or  federal 
agencies. 

And  like  a  competitive  corporation,  we  keep  a  sharp  focus  on  our  customers  and  their 
requirements. 

Our  customers  are  your  customers  -  because  American  taxpayers  are  the  ultimate 
customers  for  every  penny  Congress  appropriates. 

We  appreciate  your  duty.  Mr.  Chairman  -  in  your  re-examination  of  government  operations 
-  to  ensure  that  your  customers  are  getting  full  value  for  their  money. 

Today,  we  welcome  this  opportunity  to  explain  the  full  value  of  TVA,  starting  first  with  TVA's 
power  system. 

The  TVA  Power  System 

Although  federal  appropriations  are  not  used  by  our  power  system,  energy  production  is  the 
biggest  part  of  TVA.  and  it's  a  critical  measure  of  our  success. 
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In  1994,  we  generated  126  billion  kilowatt-hours  of  electricity  -  enough  to  meet  the  needs  of 
eight  million  people  across  a  seven-state  region. 

Over  the  last  eight  years,  we've  invested  heavily  to  modernize  our  facilities  -and  increased 
our  power  production  by  28  percent. 

During  that  same  period  we  cut  our  payroll  by  50  percent  -  and  kept  our  power  rates 
among  the  most  competitive  in  the  nation. 

By  the  end  of  1997,  we  will  complete  a  full  decade  without  a  single  rate  increase.  These 
accomplishments  place  TVA  in  a  league  with  the  nation's  top  electric  utilities. 

TVA  is  more  than  a  Utility 

As  important  as  our  power  system  is  to  the  consumers  of  TVA  electricity,  our  mission  goes 
far  beyond  power  production. 

Like  any  company  with  a  sound  strategic  plan,  TVA  seeks  to  capitalize  on  all  of  its 
competitive  strengths.  The  great  strength  of  our  region  is  the  power  and  beauty  of  the 
Tennessee  River  basin,  and  TVA  is  known  around  the  worid  for  harnessing  its  resources  in  ways 
that  benefit  the  region  and  our  nation's  economy. 

Serving  the  Nation 

Our  wide-ranging  responsibilities  require  us  to  help  keep  lakes  and  rivers  clean,  manage  the 
smooth  flow  of  commerce,  promote  business  growth  and  provide  other  benefits  I'll  talk  about 
today. 

These  are  national  responsibilities  that  have  a  significant  public  impact. 

When  the  Mississippi  and  Ohio  Rivers  overflowed  two  years  ago,  TVA  restrained  the  flow 
from  the  Tennessee  River  -  saving  billions  of  dollars  and  who  knows  how  many  lives. 

When  the  1988  drought  stalled  hundreds  of  barges  headed  toward  the  Mississippi,  TVA 
released  water  that  helped  keep  the  Mississippi  flowing  ~  saving  millions  of  dollars  for  shippers 
and  American  consumers. 

When  fishermen  in  Ari^ansas  complained  that  fish  were  dying  in  the  tailwaters  of  dams,  TVA 
shared  technology  that  we  developed  to  reduce  the  impact  that  dams  have  on  fish.  And  this 
technology  has  improved  the  health  of  other  rivers  throughout  the  country. 

TVA  manages  its  national  responsibilities  efficiently.  We  operate  with  low  overtiead.  We 
work  as  partners  with  the  people  we  serve.  And  we  balance  the  needs  of  the  economy  and  the 
environment. 

Within  our  region,  where  we  have  the  most  direct  impact,  TVA's  diverse  activities  balance 
and  blend  the  effects  of  two  powerful  forces  -  Nature  and  the  competitive  maricet. 

Through  our  work  in  recreation,  business  development,  and  regional  flood  control  ~  all 
within  a  single  major  watershed  -  TVA  combines  the  functions  of  the  Park  Service,  the 
Commerce  Department,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
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We're  trying  to  be  a  national  example  of  how  federal  government  ought  to  work,  and  can 
work. 

TVA's  Non-Power  Responsibilities 

To  support  TVA's  five  major  federal  responsibilities,  the  Administration  proposes 
$140.5  million  for  fiscal  year  1996: 

-  $70.3  million  is  for  TVA's  stewardship  of  federal  dams  and  lands. 

-  $10.9  million  is  to  improve  river  navigation  and  manage  the  land  along  the  shores  of  the 
Tennessee  River. 

-  $6.2  million  is  for  the  Land  Between  the  Lakes  National  Recreation  Area 

-  $32.3  million  is  for  research  to  provide  solutions  to  environmental  problems  --  making 
regulations  easier  to  comply  with,  and  more  grounded  in  scientific  fact. 

-  And  $20.8  million  is  for  economic  development  -  targeting  economically  distressed 
populations  who  remain  at  a  distinct  disadvantage  over  the  rest  of  the  nation. 

Let  me  talk  briefly  about  what  TVA  does  in  each  of  these  areas  .  .  .  why  we  do  it .  .  .  and 
who  benefits. 

Stewardship 

stewardship  accounts  for  more  than  half  of  the  $140  million  proposed  by  the  Administration 
for  TVA. 

The  federal  government  owns  48  dams  along  the  Tennessee  River,  and  TVA 
prevents  billions  of  dollars  In  flood  damages  by  operating  these  facilities  in  harmony  with  rainfall, 
seasonal  change  and  the  needs  of  river  commerce. 

Dams  are  valuable  investments  that  benefit  our  entire  nation.  Keeping  them  in  good 
working  condition  is  a  job  that  someone  has  to  do  -  whether  it's  TVA  or  someone  else. 

TVA  has  a  long  and  proven  record  of  successful  stewardship  for  these  national  assets. 

And  with  half  of  them  more  than  50  years  old,  our  extensive,  ongoing  monitoring  and 
inspection  activities  are  essential  to  ensuring  their  structural  integrity. 

Besides  maintaining  our  dams,  TVA  also  protects  1 1 .000  miles  of  shoreline  along  lakes  and 
rivers,  and  we  take  a  lead  role  in  maintaining  water  quality  throughout  our  region. 

Our  water-quality  experts  are  deployed  in  the  field  as  members  of  River  Action  Teams,  who 
identify  local  pollution  problems  before  they  affect  the  watershed  of  an  entire  region.  This  Is  just 
one  way  that  we're  discharging  our  federal  responsibilities  in  ways  that  are  both  innovative  and 
cost-effective. 
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Water  and  Land 

Besides  controlling  floods  and  reducing  pollution,  TVA  sets  the  standard  for  river  navigation 
in  the  United  States.  Our  navigation  facilities  help  reduce  the  strain  on  federal  highways,  and 
maintaining  these  facilities  is  important  to  the  nation's  economy. 

TVA  manages  a  system  of  14  locks  along  the  Tennessee  River,  and  last  year  about  34,000 
barges  traveled  this  waterway. 

Several  of  these  locks  need  modifications,  and  part  of  the  $10.9  million  request  for  TVA's 
Water  and  Land  projects  would  begin  these  necessary  structural  improvements. 

And  because  we  have  federal  authority  throughout  our  region,  we  are  able  to  successfully 
coonjinate  and  balance  the  needs  of  flood  control,  energy  production  and  overall  water  quality. 

By  ensuring  the  health  and  vitality  of  the  entire  650-mile-long  Tennessee  River,  both  our 
region  and  the  Nation  enjoy  the  benefits  of  a  clean  and  productive  river  system  -  the  nation's 
fifth  largest. 

TVA  also  is  responsive  to  the  needs  of  riverfront  property  owners,  and  our  management 
practices  are  a  recognized  model  for  how  to  protect  a  fragile  environment  while  ensuring  its 
commercial  viability. 

Only  a  federal  corporation  like  TVA  has  the  authority  to  ensure  a  wise  and  productive 
balance  between  those  whose  demands  on  the  river  are  sometimes  in  conflict. 

And  I  believe  that  only  TVA  has  the  experience  to  achieve  this  balance  consistently  and 
more  economically  than  any  other  public  agency. 

Land  between  the  Lakes 

TVA  also  manages  the  Land  Between  the  Lakes  National  Recreation  Area  in  Tennessee 
and  Kentucky. 

With  two  large  lakes,  170,000  acres  of  federal  land,  and  300  miles  of  undeveloped  shoreline 
-  an  expanse  of  wilderness  this  large  is  normally  seen  only  in  westem  states. 

In  fact,  LBL  is  our  Nation's  largest  uninterrupted  stretch  of  public  forest  between  the  Rockies 
and  the  Appalachian  mountains  -  and  one-third  of  our  Nation  lives  within  a  day's  drive. 

LBL  offers  tourists  the  best  features  of  a  national  par1(,  a  national  forest,  and  a 
fish-and-wildlife  refuge  -  rolled  into  one. 

Last  year,  LBL  attracted  people  from  all  50  states,  and  more  than  60  percent  of  its 
2.4  million  visitors  traveled  a  hundred  miles  or  more  to  get  there. 

The  $6.2  million  proposed  for  TVA's  management  of  this  land  covers  only  part  of  the 
operating  costs.  TVA  charges  user  fees  that  covered  20  percent  of  our  operating  costs  in  1994. 
We  expect  these  fees  to  cover  30  percent  of  our  costs  this  year,  and  35  percent  next  year. 

Our  costs-per-visitor  are  low,  compared  to  other  national  parks  and  recreation  areas,  and 
that's  one  reason  we  believe  TVA  is  the  t>est  manager  for  this  valuable  national  asset. 
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Environmental  Research 

In  addition  to  managing  environmental  resources,  TVA  also  directs  scientific  research  to 
help  solve  environmental  problems  and  help  businesses  comply  with  environmental  regulation. 

This  important  research  spreads  practical  benefits  well  beyond  the  Southeast. 

But  I  want  to  emphasize  our  efforts  to  avoid  duplicating  the  efforts  of  others.  TVA's 
Environmental  Research  Center  in  Muscle  Shoals,  Alabama,  takes  the  same  hard-nosed 
approach  to  business  planning  that  all  our  operations  do. 

Before  we  commit  to  a  research  project,  we  give  it  the  acid  test  by  asking  two  important 
questions: 

Is  the  project  unique? 

And  is  it  likely  to  yield  economic  benefits? 

If  a  proposed  project  fails  either  of  these  tests,  it  won't  be  a  part  of  our  business  plan.  As  for 
the  projects  we  do  commit  to,  we  Insist  on  collaborating  with  universities,  federal  agencies,  or 
other  corporate  partners. 

This  not  only  prevents  duplication,  it  also  allows  scientists  from  outside  TVA  to  join  our 
research  efforts  and  spread  the  benefits  of  our  projects  to  more  people. 

As  additional  insurance  against  duplication,  we  subject  our  research  projects  to  a  structured 
peer-review  process.  This  traditional  method  of  scientific  review  brings  the  nation's  best  experts 
to  our  Environmental  Research  Center  to  independently  confirm  that  our  work  is  unique  and 
likely  to  provide  significant  national  benefits,  as  well  as  guide  future  directions  for  our  research. 

Now,  let  me  tell  you  about  two  of  the  most  significant  projects  at  TVA's  Environmental 
^Research  Center  and  the  national  benefits  they  generate. 

Ozone  Pollution 

Our  Center  is  leading  a  major  scientific  study  of  the  sources  of  ground-level  ozone  pollution. 

Ground-level  ozone  is  a  major  cause  of  crop  and  forest  damage,  and  it's  a  health  hazard  to 
63  million  Americans. 

Our  research  may  be  able  to  document  geographic  differences  in  ozone  pollution.  For 
instance,  in  some  areas  of  the  country,  trees  and  other  natural  sources  contribute  more  to  ozone 
pollution  than  do  man-made  sources. 

This  kind  of  scientific  data  is  critical  for  air  quality  regulators  -  who  may  be  forced  to  limit 
business  growth  in  the  97  areas  nationwide  where  ozone  is  excessive,  and  dozens  of  other  cities 
that  are  close  to  the  legal  limit. 

This  summer,  more  than  100  of  the  nation's  leading  scientists  will  compile  the  results  of  this 
two-year  study.  When  they're  finished,  we  will  have  a  better  understanding  of  this  critical  air 
pollution  problem.  And  if  regulations  are  deemed  necessary,  they  can  be  based  on 
common-sense  and  backed  up  by  scientific  facts. 
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Toxic  Gas  Emissions 

The  EPA"s  annual  inventory  of  states  with  high  toxic-gas  emissions  highlights  another  major 
problem  we're  working  on  --  one  that's  especially  significant  to  small-  and  medium-sized 
businesses  who  can't  afford  expensive  methods  for  reducing  their  toxic-gas  emissions. 

TVA's  Environmental  Research  Center  has  come  up  with  an  altemative.  It's  a  unique 
biofilter  that  uses  poultry  litter  and  pine  bark  to  create  a  chemical  reaction  which  removes 
98  percent  of  toxic  gases  within  two  minutes. 

Our  Environmental  Research  Center  developed  and  tested  this  breakthrough  technology, 
and  we  will  soon  encourage  other  companies  to  market  it  nationwide  as  a  low-cost  way  for  small 
companies  to  meet  Clean  Air  requirements. 

While  I'm  on  the  subject,  I  should  at  least  mention  one  more  important  research  field 
focusing  on  "non-point  source  water  pollution." 

TVA  experts  know  from  their  own  experience  on  the  Tennessee  River  that  the  biggest  threat 
to  clean  water  is  the  agricultural  and  industrial  pollution  that  comes  from  many  sources  ~  and 
which  collectively  causes  big  problems. 

Our  Environmental  Research  Center  is  working  on  economical  ways  to  prevent  this  pollution 
and  reduce  the  impact  of  agricultural  runoff  into  the  nation's  rivers,  so  farmers  won't  be  burdened 
with  additional  regulatory  requirements. 

All  told,  about  $32  million  is  proposed  to  support  research  at  TVA's  Environmental  Research 
Center.  This  research  benefits  our  nation  as  a  whole,  and  may  lead  to  other  less  burdensome 
ways  that  businesses  and  communities  can  comply  with  environmental  regulations. 

Promoting  Business  Growth 

The  $20.8  million  proposed  for  TVA's  economic  development  effort  is  especially  important 
for  rural  people. 

Over  55  percent  of  the  people  in  the  TVA  region  live  in  rural  areas,  and  their  average 
income  is  27  percent  below  the  national  average.  Even  worse,  over  18  percent  of  the  rural 
people  in  our  part  of  the  country  live  in  poverty  -  compared  to  13  percent  in  our  Nation  as  a 
whole. 

An  important  part  of  TVA's  mission  is  to  help  improve  the  economy,  so  a  good  part  of  our 
focus  must  be  on  nurturing  rural  business  development  in  ways  that  sustain  people  over  the 
long-term. 

We're  guided  in  these  efforts  by  the  same  business-like  principles  that  govern  every  part  of 
TVA. 

Principles  like  operating  efficiently  .  . .  cultivating  partnerships  with  local  communities  . . . 
leveraging  investments  to  promote  long-term  growth  .  .  .  and  avoiding  duplication  of  work  being 
done  by  public  or  private  organizations. 

Our  business-development  activities  include  training  for  workers  and  a  unique, 
cost-effective  program  to  help  small  manufacturers  reduce  the  waste  they  produce  during 
production. 
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Our  community  development  programs  provide  Total  Quality  practices  and  strategic 
planning  techniques  to  rural  areas  that  share  a  common  economic  link. 

Our  efforts  in  technology  development  help  small  businesses  use  modem  communication 
technology. 

And  our  technical  services  provide  economic-impact  data  and  project  management 
expertise  to  rural  communities. 

Over  the  long  term,  our  success  at  raising  incomes  in  rural  areas  will  depend  greatly  upon 
our  business-development  programs  ~  like  the  one  in  Hopkinsville,  Kentucky. 

By  cultivating  partnerships  and  leveraging  our  investment  there,  we  were  able  to  turn  TVA's 
initial  investment  of  $25,000  into  a  loan  fund  that  has  leveraged  nearly  $200,000  in  capital. 

This  fund  has  created  three  new  businesses  in  Hopkinsville  and  includes  a  young  leaders 
program  to  build  future  business  successes.  This  type  of  seed  capital  is  essential  for  business 
development  opportunities  in  rural  areas. 

TVA  also  targets  its  economic  development  program  toward  African-Americans  living  in  our 
region,  whose  income  averages  half  that  of  whites,  and  whose  poverty  level  is  three  times  higher 
than  the  Nation's. 

TVA  works  closely  with  Tennessee  Urban  Leagues  and  other  local  agencies  to  develop 
workforce  and  computer  skills  among  disadvantaged  people.  This  is  not  a  hand-out,  but  a 
focused  effort  to  address  a  serious  economic  problem  -  preparing  disadvantaged  people  for 
better  jobs. 

TVA's  economic  development  programs  like  these  are  among  the  best  in  the  nation  -  and 
they're  a  great  value  for  the  people  we  serve.  Every  dollar  we  invest  is  matched  by  at  least  three 
dollars  from  public  or  private  groups. 

And  because  our  economic  development  specialists  live  in  the  communities  they  serve, 
they  rely  on  local  partners  who  have  a  stake  in  our  success. 

TVA's  Power  System  is  Self-Financed 

Of  course,  we  realize  that  our  power  system  is  vitally  important  to  the  economy  of  our 
region.  Electricity  touches  the  lives  of  everyone,  and  its  cost  is  a  factor  in  our  quality  of  life  and 
the  success  of  our  businesses  all  across  our  Nation.  That's  why  we're  working  so  hard  to  keep 
TVA  positioned  as  one  of  the  Nation's  most  competitive  sources  of  electric  power. 

As  I've  said,  no  federal  funds  go  to  TVA's  power  system.  We  may  be  a  corporation  owned 
by  the  federal  government,  but  the  power  we  sell  is  not  subsidized. 

Those  who  use  TVA  electricity  pay  all  the  costs  -  the  full  costs  -  of  generation, 
transmission,  and  financing  our  necessary  facilities.  That's  how  we've  operated  since  1959,  and 
TVA  is  still  paying  back  the  govemment  for  power  plants  built  before  then. 
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Conclusion 

And  our  integrated  approacti  to  managing  our  national  assets  continues  to  bolster  our 
Nation's  economy  and  environment  t>ecause  ...  we  run  our  operations  like  a  business  ...  we 
avoid  duplicating  the  woric  of  others  . . .  and  we  continually  fine-tune  our  focus  on  our  customers 
-  the  people  we  all  must  serve. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  hear  about  TVA.  My  Board  colleagues  and  I  will  be  glad  to 
answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 


90-067    0—95 
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TVA  History 


Sever  has  an 
integrated  approach 
that  realistically 
recognizes  the 
interdependency 
of  the  environment 
and  the  economy 
been  demonstrated 
as  successfully  as  in 
the  Tennessee  Valley. 


In  the  language  of  1933,  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  (TVA)  is  a  federal  agency 
designed  and  challenged  "with  the 
broadest  duty  of  planning  for  the  proper 
use.  consen/ation.  and  development  of 
the  natural  resources  of  the  Tennessee 
River  drainage  basin  and  its  adiommg 
territory  for  the  general  social  and  eco- 
nomic w/elfare  of  the  Nation  ..." 

The  TVA  work  or  "model"  uses  inte- 
grated resource  management  to  achieve 
a  balance  t>erween  economic  progress 
and  protection  of  the  environment  that 
sustains  that  progress.  While  other 
regions  and  regulators  are  moving 
toward  models  of  sustainable  develop- 
ment, TVA  has  more  than  60  years 
expenence  perfecting  the  integration  of 
energy  production,  economic  develop- 
ment, and  environmental  management. 

Speafic  challenges  have  changed  over 
TVA's  history,  and  TVA  has  changed  to 
meet  those  challenges.  Never  has  an 
integrated  approach  that  realistically  rec- 
ognizes the  interdependerx:y  of  the 
environment  and  the  ecorwmy  been 


demonstrated  as  successfully  as  in  the 
Tennessee  Valley. 

TVA's  broad  charge  falls  within  a  water- 
shed that  encompasses  1 06.000  square 
kilometers  (41 .000  square  miles)  and 
more  than  seven  million  people  in  por- 
tions of  seven  states.  The  lifeblood  of 
this  watershed  is  the  100.000  kilometers 
(60,000  miles)  of  streams  that  feed  the 
1 ,087-kilometer-long  (652  miles) 
Tennessee  River — the  fifth  largest  in  the 
United  Slates. 

Within  this  setting.  TVA  also  has  direct 
stewardship  responsibilities  for  259,400 
hectares  (641 ,000  surface  acres)  of 
water,  18,333  kilometers  (1 1,000  miles) 
of  shoreline,  169,972  hectares  (420,000 
acres)  of  public  land,  1 ,609  kilometers 
(1 ,000  miles)  of  navigable  waterways, 
1 74  public  recreation  areas,  685  kilome- 
ters (426  miles)  of  trails,  and  907 
kilometers  (564  miles)  of  roads.  In 
addition,  TVA  operates  52  dams  and 
14  navigation  locks.  This  represents  a 
public  investment  of  $5.2  billion  over 
61  years  that  is  within  a  day's  drive  of 
half  the  United  States. 


Proposed  Funding  for  Fiscal  Yoar  1996  (S  in  millions) 


AppfOpnfluons 

(Broken  Down) 


70,3   Stewardship 


32J  Environniental  Research  Center 

204  Econofnic  DevetopmenI 
10.9  Water  and  Larx) 
6,2  Land  Between  The  Lakes 


Prrtted  on  necyc«d  Paper 


Paget 


258 


TVA  Today 


A  prime  example 
of  changing  with 
the  times  while 
capitalizing  on 
unique  strengths  is 
the  elimination  of 
fertilizer  research 
and  development  at 
the  TVA  Environ- 
mental Research 
Center,  formerly  the 
National  Fertilizer 
and  Environmental 
Research  Center. 


Based  on  the  feedback  from  a  wide  vari- 
ety of  custooiers  and  changing  national 
and  global  condrtions.  TVA  has  taken 
steps  to  tjecome  the  most  corripetitive 
electric  utilty  in  tvlorth  America  and  ttie 
most  productive  and  effective  agency  in 
ttie  federal  government. 

IVA  is  focused  on  three  strategic  goals 
to  achieve  that  vision;  TVA  will  be  an 
environmental  leader,  TVA  will  maintain 
competitive  etectrical  rates,  arxi  TVA  will 
put  its  employees  first.  Success 
depends  on  maintaining  competitiveness 
in  aB  products  arxJ  services,  a  dedication 
to  customer  and  empioyee  satisfaction, 
and  inrx)vation  leadng  to  solutions 
ttiat  produce  sustainable  ecorxxnic 
development. 

TVA's  Appropriated  Programs 

Through  its  appropriated  programs,  TVA 
improves  water  quality  and  concfitions 
for  aquatic  He  on  the  Tennessee  River, 
tt  works  in  partnership  with  local  govern- 
ments and  industry  to  prorrwte  sound 
envirorvnental  practices  ttiat  sustain  ttie 
economic  prosperity  of  ttie  region. 

In  recent  years,  TVA  fias  improved  ttie 
txisiness  practices  of  its  appropriated 
programs  by  reducing  administrative 
arxJ  operating  costs.  At  ttie  same  time, 
ttie  programs  tiave  tieen  reevaluated  to 


ensure  that  each  one  is  efficient,  effec- 
tive, and  responsive  to  the  needs  of 
customers. 

Water  Management 

TVA  controls  52  dams  on  the  Tennessee 
River  and  Its  tributanes  and  works  to 
protect  and  improve  water  quality  and 
aquatic  life  In  the  reservoirs  and  the 
watersheds  that  dram  into  them. 

•  TVA  controls  flooding  along  1 .087 
kilometers  (652  miles)  of  the 
Tennessee  River.  In  1994.  TVA's 
flood  control  program  prevented  an 
estimated  $1  billion  In  flood  damages 
across  ttie  Valley  and  saved 
Ctiattanooga,  Tennessee,  twice  from 
devastation  by  floodwaters. 

•  TVA  manages  the  navigation  system 
used  for  recreation  and  for  transport- 
ing 43.5  million  metnc  tons  (48  million 
tons)  of  cargo  annually. 

•  TVA  Is  recognized  as  a  national 
leader  In  developing  and  applying 
aeration  technologies  which  Improve 
oxygen  levels  for  coldwater  fishery 
tiatHtat. 

•  TVA  provides  a  national  model  for 
waterstied  protection  and  improve- 
ment that  stKKjId  be  "expanded, 
promoted,  and  replicated  in  other 
watersheds,"  according  to  Water 
CXjallty  2000,  a  cooperative  effort  of 
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70  industries,  agencies,  and  environ- 
mental groops.  TVA  monitofs  water 
conditions  and  assigns  teams  of  sci- 
entists, engineers,  and  communi- 
cations experts  to  fix  pollution  prob- 
lems in  specific  watersheds.  The 
focus  is  on  building  jjartrwrships  with 
landowners,  local  communities,  busi- 
nesses, interest  groups,  and  public 
officials  to  protect  water  quality  with- 
out limiting  the  river's  use. 

Economic  Development 

TVA  invests  in  economic  development 
initiatives  that  increase  the  production  of 
goods  and  services  and  generate  high- 
value  jobs  for  Valley  citizens. 

•  TVA  helps  Valley  businesses  arxj 
communities  identify  and  capitalize 
on  opportunities  for  job  creation  and 
retention  by  providing  assistance  in 
strategic  planning,  quality  improve- 
ment, business  infrastructure 
development,  and  workforce 
development. 

•  TVA  works  with  universities,  commu- 
nity colleges,  and  the  private  sector 
to  give  ttie  Valley's  rural  communities 
electronic  access  to  a  variety  of  infor- 
mation sources,  including  education, 
health  care,  and  business  opportuni- 
ties. TVA  was  named  to  tfie  National 
Information  Infrastructure  Task  Force 
because  of  its  extensive  experience 
implementing  information  technoto- 
gies  in  rural  communities. 


•  TVA  helps  communities  capitalize  on 
business  opportunities  by  accessing 
TVA's  dennographic  and  economic 
databases,  networks,  forecasts  and 
models,  industrial  site  design  and 
planning,  project  assessment,  and 
other  technical  capabilities. 

Land  Management 

TVA  is  responsible  for  tfie  stewardship  of 
some  101 ,174  hectares  (250,000  acres) 
along  18.333  kilometers  (1 1 ,000  miles) 
of  shoreline.  TVA  manages  public  land 
which  includes  narrow  bands  of  shore- 
land  used  to  maintain  its  system  of 
dams  and  lakes  to  control  flooding. 

•  In  1996,  TVA  wilt  launch  a  first-ever 
comprehensive  Shoreline  Manage- 
ment Policy.  Tfie  new  policy  will 
achieve  three  objectives:  incorporate 
public  preferences,  protect  the  envi- 
ronment, and  reduce  TVA's 
administrative  costs. 

•  TVA  manages  160  public  recreation 
areas  for  boating,  hunting,  fishing, 
hiking,  swimming,  and  camping. 
Visitation  to  TVA's  reservoir  system 
contributes  $1 .25  billion  to  the 
economy  of  the  Tennessee  Valley 
each  year. 

•  TVA  land  holdings  protect  and  pro- 
vide for  the  management  of  extensive 
cultural  resources,  threatened  and 
endangered  species,  critical  wetland 
habitat,  arxl  scenic  areas,  consistent 
with  federal  mandates. 
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Environmental  Research  Center 

TVA's  Environnnental  Research  Center  in 
Muscle  Shoals.  Alabama,  develops  and 
implements  technologies  and  strategies 
to  prevent  or  reduce  pollution.  The 
focus  is  on  solving  air-quality  problems, 
developing  innovative  techniques  for 
waste  treatment,  and  protecting  water 
quality. 

•  More  than  1 00  environmental  scien- 
tists from  across  the  Nation  are 
working  vwth  TVA  scientists  to  under- 
stand the  ground-level  ozone 
pollution  problem  arxl  provide  a 
scientific  basis  for  solutions  and  tech- 
nologies that  prevent  air  pollution. 

•  The  Center  is  developing  creative 
waste  managennent  technologies, 
such  as  bioremediation  for  PCBs 
and  other  towc  wastes,  organic  plant 
food  and  cattle  feed  from  agricultural 
wastes,  and  more  efficierrt 
constructed  wetlands. 

•  TVA  is  teaching  agrichemical  dealers 


and  farmers  to  prevent  surface  and 
groundwater  contamination,  which  is 
one  of  the  Nation's  largest  pollution 
problems.  TVA  now  has  70  demon- 
stration sites  in  27  states. 

Land  Between  The  Lakes 

Land  Between  The  Lakes  (LBL)  is  a 
68,798-hectare  (1 70,000-acre)  national 
recreation  and  environmental  education 
area  located  between  Kentucky  and 
BarWey  takes. 

•  LBL  is  the  centerpiece  of  a  $400-mil- 
lion  regional  tourism  industry, 
attracting  more  than  2.2  million  visi- 
tors a  year. 

•  By  1 996,  LBL  will  complete  a  part- 
nership planning  effort  to  ensure  that 
LBL  best  serves  future  public  outdoor 
recreation  needs  and  involves  other 
agencies  and  the  private  sector  in 
development  and  operation  of  ser- 
vices to  maximize  cost  recovery  and 
operational  effectiveness. 


Performance  Goals  and  Indicators 

Appropriated  programs  are  managed  through  TVA's  Business  Management  System. 
This  system  identifies  key  work  processes  and  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  key 
processes  through  a  performance  goal  and  indicator  measurement.  A  copy  of  per- 
formance goals  and  indicators  precedes  the  budget  summaries  in  each  section 
of  this  document. 
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TVA  FY  1996  Budget 

Summary  of  Budget  Financed  from  Appropriations 

($  in  thousands) 


1994 

1995 

1996 

ACTUAL 

ESTIMATE 

ESTIMATE 

Capital  Investment: 

Stewardship 

10,977 

10,953 

15.417 

Water  and  Land 

1,832 

4,359 

2,031 

Land  Between  The  Lakes  (LBL) 

33 
12,842 

- 

- 

Total  Capital  Investment 

15.312 

17,448 

Operating  Expenses: 

Stewardship 

75,388 

56,777 

54.864 

Water  and  Land 

6,188 

11,947 

8.891 

Land  Between  The  Lakes  (LBL) 

4,685 

3.751 

6.170 

Economic  Development 

18,033 

20,818 

20.818 

TVA  Environmental  Research 

Center  (TVA  ERC) 

23,337 

34.670 

32.282 

Total  Operating  Expense 

127,631 

127,561 

123,025 

Total  Appropriations 

140,473 

142,873 

140.473 

Rnancing 

Appropriations 

140,473 

142.873 

140,473 

Unobligated  Balance  Brought  Fonward 

24 

274 

- 

Unobligated  Balance  Carried  Fonward 

(274) 

0 

0 

Total  Hnancing 

140,223 

143.147 

140,473 
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Summary  of  Buflget  nnanced  from  Power  Proceeds 

($  in  thousands) 

1994  1995  1996 

ACTUAL  ESTIMATE  ESTIMATE 

Capital  Investment: 

Stewardship  2,381  2,656  2,200 

Operating  Expenses: 

Stewardship  17,002  17,624  14,300 

Total  Financed  from 
Power  Proceeds  19.383  20,280  16,500 


Summary  of  Budget  Financed  from  Nonpower  Proceeds 

($  in  thousands) 

1994  1995  1996 

ACTUAL  ESTIMATE  ESTIMATE 


Capital 

Stewardship 

66 

0 

0 

Operating  Expenses 

Stewardship 

1.675 

1.530 

2,100 

Land  Between  The  Lakes  (LBL) 

0 

2.965 

3,300 

TVA  Environmental  Research 

Center  (TVA  ERC) 

0 

2,607 

1,800 

Other  Expenses: 

Reimbursable  Services 

70,256 

57,554 

56,333 

Total  Hnanced  from 
Nonpower  Proceeds  71,997  64,656  63,533 
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Financing 

(S  in  thousands) 


\ 


19M  1986  1996 

ACTUAL  ESTIMATE  ESTIMATE 


.741 

1,530 

2.100 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2.965 

3.300 

Balance  Brought  Forward  (11.006)  (18,748)  (18.748) 

Current  Proceeds: 

Stewardship 

Water  and  Land 

Land  Between  The  Lakes  (LBL) 

TVA  Environmental  Research 

Center  (TVA  ERC)  0  2,607  1.800 

Other; 
Reimbursable  Services 
Other  Income 
Total  Other 
Total  Current  Proceeds 

Payments  to  the  Treasury 

Balance  Carried  Forward 

Total  Rnancing 


70,256 

57,554 

56.333 

62 

333 

333 

70.318 

57,887 

56,666 

72.059 

64,989 

63,866 

(312) 

(333) 

(333) 

18,748 

18,748 

18,748 

79,489 

64,656 

63,533 
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Stewardship 


TVA  has  been  entrusted  with  a  broad  array  of  public  lands,  physical  facilities,  and  nat- 
ural resources  connected  with  the  agency's  mission.  To  ensure  both  the  present  day 
use  and  the  future  availability  of  these  facilities  and  resources,  adequate  stewardship 
of  these  assets  is  required  to  preserve  and  grow  the  federal  investment.  This  includes 
maintaining  the  system  of  dams,  reservoirs,  and  navigation  facilities;  refurbishing  out- 
moded public  facilities  and  other  structures:  performing  adequate  routine  and  cyclic 
maintenance;  and  maintaining  and  managing  public  land  and  shoreline  in  an  efficient 
and  environmentally  acceptable  way. 

Watersheds       TVA  is  the  national  model  for  watershed  management  because  it  effi- 
ciently produces  more  economic  and  environmental  benefits  than 
any  other  American  waterway.  TVA  River  Action  Teams  work  in  the 
Tennessee  Valley  watersheds  identifying  protection  and  improvement 
projects,  using  information  from  the  Nation's  most  comprehensive 
monitoring  program,  and  building  partnerships  to  carry  them  out. 
This  is  the  purpose  of  TVA's  Clean  Water  Initiative — an  innovative 
effort  to  make  the  Tennessee  River  the  cleanest,  most  productive 
commercial  river  system  in  the  United  States. 

Reservoirs         To  build  consensus  for  decisions  about  river  and  reservoir  opera- 
tions, TVA  involves  all  stakeholders — even  adversaries — in  the 
decisionmaking  process.  TVA's  Lake  Improvement  Plan  won  the 
first  Federal  Environmental  Quality  Award  for  making  "the  public  a  full 
partner  in  its  decisionmaking."  TVA  was  able  to  build  consensus  for 
•s.       Increased  minimum  flows,  improved  dissolved  oxygen  in  releases, 
higher  summer  lake  levels,  and  paying  the  bills.  Without  a  TVA  to 
build  consensus,  economic  benefits  would  be  lost  and  environmental 
impacts  would  continue. 

Dams  Maintaining  the  integrity  of  TVA  dams  is  essential  to  protect  the  eco- 

nomic development  of  communities  along  the  Tennessee  River.  TVA 
has  the  fourth  largest  dam  safety  program  among  federal  dam 
operators.  The  benefits  of  these  modifications  are  difficult  to  over- 
state, but  TVA's  dam  safety  program  averts  billions  of  dollars  in 
potential  flood  damage.  TVA's  dam  safety  program  includes  struc- 
tural integrity  studies  at  dams,  hydrologic  and  seismic  evaluation  of 
dams  and  bridges  with  known  safety  hazards,  and  modifications  to 
dams  to  contain  the  probable  maximum  flood  and  to  withstand  the 
maximum  credible  earthquake.  Operation  and  maintenance  proce- 
dures established  as  part  of  that  program  ensure  the  dams  can  be 
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operated  in  accordance  with  Federal  Emergerrcy  Managernent 
Agerrcy  guidelines.  Emergency  preparedness  is  tested  annually  in 
accordance  with  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Connmission  guidelines. 

Aquatic  In  a  landmark  decision,  the  TVA  Board  in  1 991  initiated  actbn  to 

Habitat  improve  minimum  flows  and  aerate  the  water  release  from  1 6  TVA 

dams.  Groundbreaking  aeration  technology  was  developed  by  TVA 
engineers.  This  technology  already  has  helped  recover  more  ttian 
290  kilometers  (180  mites)  of  aquatic  habitat  that  had  tDeen  lost  to 
intermittent  drying  of  the  rivertjed  and  unacceptably  low  levels  of  dis- 
solved oxygen.  By  the  end  of  1996,  aeration  improvements  wnll 
increase  dissolved  oxygen  levels  in  over  483  kilometers  of  the  river 
(300  river  miles) — nearly  1 5%  of  the  Tennessee  River  system. 

Recreation        TVA  Reservoir  Operations  and  Land  Management  focus  on  customer 
involvement.  TVA  has  set  up  1 1  field  offices  across  the  region  to  put 
land  management  decision-making  closer  to  the  local  public  served. 
In  addition,  more  than  300  special  operations  are  performed  each 
year,  including  releases  for  vsrfiitewater  recreation,  zero  flow  for  tail- 
water  fisNng,  reduced  flows  and  special  elevations  for  community 
events,  emergency  flow  for  barge  groundings  and  toxic  spills,  and 
stabte  lake  levels  for  fish  spawning.  These  operations  are  achieved 
while  meeting  TVA  operating  guidelines  for  navigation,  water  quality, 
flood  control,  power  production,  and  recreation. 

Residential        In  collaboration  with  developers  of  lakeshore  communities.  TVA 
Development     develops  plans  that  meet  devetopment  needs,  while  protecting  the 
environment  and  meeting  key  public  concerns  about  the  impacts  of 
overdevelopment  on  the  lakeft-ont.  TVA  has  developed  a  unique 
approach  to  lakefront  developnnent  that  protects  wetlands,  critical 
habitat  areas,  and  other  important  natural  shoreline  components  and 
maximizes  TVA's  impact  by  working  through  developers. 

Reclamation  Thousands  of  hectares  of  non-coal  mineral  lands  in  the  Valtey  remain 
unreclaimed  because  they  were  mined  before  lav>«  requiring  respon- 
sibility for  reclamation.  Working  with  putjiic  and  private  partners,  TVA 
is  reclaiming  these  lands  to  combat  soil  erosion  and  protect  water 
quality.  TVA  has  a  master  plan  in  place  to  reclaim  5,104  hectares 
(1 2,61 2  acres)  in  the  Copper  Basin  of  Tennessee  and  Georgia.  TVA 
has  joined  with  ttie  public  and  private  sector  to  initiate  the  coopera- 
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tive  reclamation  of  486  hectares  (1 .200  acres)  in  Alabama.  TVA  has 
cooperatively  reclaimed  243  hectares  (600  acres)  In  mountainous 
western  North  Carolina,  identified  as  one  of  the  10  most  critical  water 
quality  problems  in  the  Tennessee  River  watershed. 

Fisheries  Aquatic  plant  control,  habitat  enhancement,  and  urban  fishing  initia- 

tives are  examples  of  how  TVA  manages  aquatic  habitat  for  both 
ecological  health  and  recreation  use.  TVA  operates  its  reservoir  sys- 
tem and  builds  partnerships  with  others  to  promote  good  fisheries 
and  aquatic  habitat.  TVA  is  committed  to  helping  state  fisheries 
managers  support  fishing— an  economically  significant  Valley 
industry.  TVA  is  forming  partnerships  with  federal  and  state  fisheries 
managers,  consen/ation  agencies,  and  private  interest  groups  to  pro- 
tect the  ecological  health  of  TVA  lakes,  enhance  recreation,  and 
respond  to  local  needs  and  preferences. 


Projects  for  FY  1 996  $000's 

Daily  Resen/ior  Operations  j  gg., 

Dam  Safety  ^^g^^ 

Resen/oir  and  Stream  Vital  Signs  Monitoring  1  529 

Clean  Water  Initiative  2  124 

River  Action  Teams  p,a,T2. 

Emergency  Ranning  ' ..  g- 

Pickwick  Channel  Modification  5  qqq 

Evaluation  of  Reservior  Shoreline  Erosion  and  Bank  Failure  1  C)00 

Natural  Heritage  'coc 

Cultural  Resources  .., . 

Automated  Land  Information  System  1  253 

Dam  Resen/ation/Reservoir  Facility  Administration  7 '457 

Section  26A  Permit  Reviews  .,  'gg^ 

Land  Administration  2  798 

Resen/oir  Land  Planning  "303 

Outreach  and  Marketing  ^oq 

Realty  Administration  225 

Resen/ation/Resen/oir  Facility  Upgrades  and  Site  Remediation  2.990 

Facility  Management  .|  3  'q3q 

Total  — ' — 


70,281 
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stewardship  program  performance  goals  arxj  indicators  for  FY  1996  include: 

Goal  No.  1 :    Establish  the  Tennessee  Valley  as  the  model  of  sustainable  economic 
and  environmental  development  that  is  transferred  nationally  and  inter- 
nationally by  ensuring  the  Tennessee  River  system  is  suitat)le  for 
recreation  and  commercial  development;  ensuring  terrestrial  ecosystem 
health  and  sustainatjility  for  TVA  lands;  and  managing  ttie  reservoir  sys- 
tem to  optimize  reservoir  releases  and  lake  levels. 

Indicators:     •  Reduce  non-coal  mineral  lands  remaining  to  be  reclaimed  by 
348  hectares  (860  acres). 

•  Ensure  that  no  more  than  one  reservoir  exists  with  poor  ecological 
health  rating. 

•  Ensure  that  at  least  six  tributary  reservoirs  maintain  a  good  ecological 
health  rating. 

•  Ensure  that  stream  kilometers  in  River  Action  Team  watersheds  in 
poor  condition  do  not  exceed  25%  of  total  kilometers. 

•  Ensure  that  planned  cleanup,  restoration,  and  protection  projects  are 
completed  as  planned. 

•  Ensure  accessibility  for  at  least  90%  of  target  areas  impacted 
by  aquatic  plant  grovt^. 

•  Reduce  adult  mosquito  index. 

•  Reduce  agricultural  shoreline  miles  not  protected  t)y  22.5  kilometers 
(14  miles). 

•  Ensure  that  fully  allocated  flood  storage  is  available  at  least 
75  %  of  the  time. 

•  Reduce  days  aeration  systems  not  operational  by  2.7  days  per 
100  days  of  need. 

•  Increase  minimum  flow  achieved  by  1  %. 

•  Ensure  that  summer  lake  levels  are  attained  at  100%  of 
planned  duration. 

•  Increase  number  of  vector  control  fluctuations  by  two  to  improve 
mosquito  control. 
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Goal  No.  2:    Ensure  that  lands  and  facilities  entrusted  to  TVA  are  efficiently  operated 
and  maintained  to  standards  that  meet  customer  needs  by  optimizing 
the  benefit  from  TVA  lands,  resources,  and  facilities;  maintaining  and 
upgrading  dams  to  ensure  safety;  optimizing  recreation  and  educational 
benefit  from  LBL's  68,798  hectares  (170,000  acres)  of  public  lands, 
resources,  and  facilities;  and  reducing  solid  waste  disposal  and  toxic 
chemicals  purchased. 

Indicators:     •  Reduce  formal  26A  permit  cycle  time  by  1 0  days. 

•  Increase  kilometers  of  new  residential  development  meeting  shoreline 
protection  standards. 

•  Reduce  private  water-use  facility  permit  cycle  time  by  3  days. 

•  Reduce  land  acres  remaining  to  be  inventoried  for  cultural  resources 
by  4,047  hectares  (10,000  acres). 

•  Increase  number  of  dam  safety  commitments  met  by  3  capital 
projects  and  seven  Operations  and  Management  projects. 

•  Reduce  noncompliance  with  contract  requirements  for  t)est  manage- 
ment practices  in  timber  and  agricultural  operations  to  20%. 

•  Attain  campground  inspection  score  of  2.61 . 

•  Reduce  number  of  environmental  events  (notices  of  noncompliance 
and  notices  of  violation)  to  no  more  than  1 7. 

•  Reduce  amount  of  solid  waste  reaching  landfills  by  20% 
compared  to  FY  1994. 

•  Reduce  amount  of  toxic  or  hazardous  materials  purchased  by  10%. 

GoiU  No.  3:    Manage  resources  and  provide  services  to  external  customers  to 

enhance  TVA  eamings  by  maximizing  opportunities  to  recover  costs 
and  operating  in  a  financially  sound  manner. 

Indicators:     •  Increase  derived  revenue. 

•  Ensure  that  spending  variance  from  forecast  is  within  the  range 
of  0%  to  -9%. 

•  Reduce  overhead  cost. 
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TVA  FY  1996  Budget 

stewardship-Program  Financing  Schedule 

{$  in  thousands) 


1994 
ACTUAL 

1995 
ESTIMATE 

1996 
PROPOSED 

Appropriations 

Capital  Investment: 
Facility  Management 
Dam  Safety 
Resen«)ir  System  Operation 

2.480 

8.237 

260 

4,106 
5,400 
1,447 

5,058 
8,830 
1,529 

Total  Capitallnvestment  10.977  10.953  15,417 


Operating  Expenses: 

Facility  Management 

36.341 

16,048 

7,972 

Land  Management 

12,400 

13,800 

19.301 

Dam  Safety 

7,385 

8,337 

6,144 

Water  Management 

11,656 

11,483 

13,786 

Reservoir  System  Operation 

7.556 

7,109 

7,661 

Total  Operating  Expenses  75,338  56,777  54,864 

Total  Appropriatlorw  86.315  67.730  70.281 
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stewardship  Program  Financing  Schedule  (continued) 


($  in  thousands) 


19M 

1995 

1996 

ACTUAL 

ESTIMATE 

ESTIMATE 

Power  Proceeds 

Capital  investment: 

Facility  Management 

380 

424 

0 

Dam  Safety 

2.001 

2.232 

2.200 

Total  Capital  Investment 

2.381 

2.656 

2.200 

Operating  Expenses: 

Facility  Management 

3.390 

3,781 

1.800 

Land  Management 

4,838 

5,396 

5.900 

Dam  Safety 

5.115 

4,366 

600 

Water  Management 

2.176 

2.427 

4.800 

Reservoir  System  Operation 

1,483 

1.654 

1,200 

Total  Operating  Expenses 

17.002 

17,624 

14.300 

Total  Power  Proceeds 

19.383 

20,280 

16.500 

Nonpower  Proceeds 

Operating  Expenses: 

Facility  Management 

270 

300 

300 

Land  Management 

1.405 

1.230 

1.800 

Total  Operating  Expenses 

1.675 

1.530 

2.100 

Totai  Nonpower  Proceeds 

1,675 

1,530 

2.100 

Total  Program  Hnancing 

107,373 

89,540 

88,881 
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Water  and  Land 


To  carry  out  its  mandate  '.  ..  to  aid  further  the  proper  use,  conservation,  and  devel- 
opment of  tfie  natural  resources.  .  ."  of  the  region.  TVA  must  conduct  activities  that 
are  designed  to  better  understand  and  make  use  of  Valley  resources  for  public 
tjenefit.  Such  projects  serve  to  expand  knowledge  of  interrelationships  among 
resources  and  their  uses,  promote  wise  conservation,  development,  and  use  of 
regional  air.  water,  land,  forests,  and  wildlife,  and  provide  examples  for  implementa- 
tion to  the  Nation. 


Navigation  Navigation  on  the  Tennessee  River  rivals  the  importance  of  electricity 
to  economic  growth.  For  example,  using  barges  instead  of  railcars  to 
move  steel  coil  from  Pennsylvania  to  Tennessee  saves  suppliers 
$330,000  per  16.300  metric  ton  load  By  providing  opportunities  for 
low-cost  tiarge  transportation.  TVA  supports  industries  along  the 
waterway,  creates  )obs.  and  reduces  gasoline  consumption,  air  pollu- 
tion, road  damage,  and  the  potential  for  senous  highway  accidents 

Shoreline  TTie  National  Forum  on  Nonpoint  Source  Pollution  selected  TVA's 

Sfxjreline  fulanagement  Initiative  as  one  of  the  25  most  innovative, 
environmentally  significant  projects  in  the  Nation.  TVA  is  responsible 
for  permitting  construction  activities  in  and  along  the  Tennessee  River 
shoreline.  TVA  responds  to  some  3.000  requests  annually, 
virtually  all  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  for  residential  docks,  piers, 
boathouses,  vegetation  removal,  or  other  shoreline  activities. 

Ecosystem       TVA  recognizes  that  an  ecosystem  approach  to  natural  resource 
Management    management  is  the  foundation  for  sustainable  development  of  the 

Valley's  economic  system.  Current  status,  past  trends  and  potential 
threats  to  tfie  Valley  ecosystem  are  assessed  and  best  management 
practices  are  carried  out  through  land  and  water  management  activi- 
ties. TVA  maintains  partnerships  with  other  land  management 
agencies  wfx)  are  moving  towards  ecosystem  management  proto- 
cols. Because  of  60  years  of  data  collected  on  a  regional  scale. 
TVA's  data  on  forest  productivity  is  unrivaled. 
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Projects  for  FY  1996: 


$000's 


Navigation  Development 
Natural  Resource  Management 
Shoreline  Management  Initiative 
Regional  Water  Supply 
Rood  Reduction  Project 
Chickamauga  Lock  Project 
Reservoir  Releases  Improvements 
Regional  Forest-Based  Surveys  and  Databases 
Land  and  Facility  Administration 
Logger  Education 
Water  and  Land  Administration 
Total 


3.400 
941 
481 
800 

1.300 

1.000 
310 
310 

1.792 

74 

514 

10,922 


Water  and  Land  program  performance  goals  and  Indicators  for  FY  1 996  Include: 

Goal  No.  1 :     Ensure  ttiat  lands  and  facilities  entrusted  to  TVA  are 

efficiently  operated  and  maintained  to  standards  that  meet  customer 
needs  by  reducing  solid  waste  disposal  and  toxic  chemicals  pur- 
chased, and  optimizing  navigation  to  meet  customer  expectations. 

Indicators:      •  Reduce  amount  of  solid  waste  reaching  landfills  by 
20%  compared  to  FY  1 994. 

•  Increase  navigation  capital  project  commitments  met  by  8% 
at  Chickamauga  and  50%  at  Pickwick. 

•  Increase  shipper  savings  by  $15  million. 

Goal  No.  2:     Manage  resources  and  provide  services  to  external  customers  to 

enhance  TVA  earnings  by  maximizing  opportunities  to  recover  costs, 
and  operating  in  a  financially  sound  manner. 

Indicators:      •  Increase  derived  revenue. 

•  Ensure  that  spending  variance  from  forecast  is  wflthin  the  range 
0fQ%  to  -9%. 

•  Reduce  overhead  cost. 
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TVA  FY  1996  Budget 

Water  and  Land-PFogram  Financing  Schedule 

($  in  thousands) 


1904 
ACTUAL 

1986 
ESTIMATE 

1996 
PROPOSAL 

Appropriations 

Capital  Investment: 

Water  and  Air  Resources 

1.832 

4,359 

2.031 

Operating  Expenses: 

Water  and  Air  Resources 
Land  and  Regional  Resources 

3.311 
2.877 

7.457 
4.490 

5,293 
3,598 

Total  Operating  Expenses 

6,188 

11.947 

8,891 

Total  Appropriations 

6,020 

16,306 

10,922 
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Land  Between  The  Lakes 

TVA  manages  Land  Between  The  Lakes  (LBL).  the  largest  contiguous  forested  area 
between  the  Rocky  and  Appalachian  mountains,  for  national  demonstrations  in  educa- 
tion and  resource  management  and  to  provide  a  unique  mix  of  recreation  opportunities 

LBL  IS  one  of  the  few  large  public  land  bases  available  for  recreation  in  the  Nation's 
heartland^  Located  between  Kentucky  and  Barkley  Lakes,  LBL  is  within  a  day's  drive  of 
one-third  of  the  US  population.  More  than  2  million  visitors  from  across  the  U.S.  and 
around  the  world  are  attracted  to  LBL  each  year.  LBL  produces  one  of  the  highest  lev- 
els of  return  for  federal  recreation  areas,  supports  a  S400-million  regional  tourism 
industry,  and  is  one  of  the  most  visited  sites  in  Tennessee  and  Kentucky. 

Land  Between  The  Lakes: 

•  Showcases  483  kilometers  (300  miles)  of  undeveloped  shoreline.  68,798  (1 70,000) 
mostly  forested  hectares  (acres),  and  450  wildlife  species. 

•  Provides  13  campgrounds.  20  lake  access  areas,  two  group  camping  centers,  an 
equestrian  center,  an  1850's  living  history  farm,  a  nature  center,  a  planetarium  and 
observatory,  and  322  kilorrieters  (200  miles)  of  trails. 

•  Is  nationally  recognized  as  a  center  for  environmental  education,  providing  learning 
experiences  for  over  one  million  children  and  3,000  teachers 

•  Offers  intern  and  apprenticeship  placements  to  students  in  the  recreation, 
environmental  education,  and  natural  resource  management  fields  at  more  than 
43  universities. 

TVA  IS  conducting  a  partnership  planning  effort  to  be  sure  that  LBL  best  serves  future 
public  outdoor  recreation  needs  and  involves  other  agencies  and  the  private  sector 
in  development  and  operation  of  services  to  maximize  cost  recovery  and  operational 
effectiveness. 


Projects  for  FY  1996:  $000's 

Campground  Operations  1 ,257 

Day-Use  Services  1,385 

LBL  Resident  Centers  445 

LBL  Resource  Stewardship  626 

LBL-Wide  Maintenance  2,078 

Public  Use  Ran/Environmental  Impact  Statement  379 

Total  6,170 

Page  It 


275 


Land  Between  The  Lakes  program  performance  goals  and  indicators  for 

FY  1996  include: 

Goal  No.  1 :     Ensure  that  larxte  and  facilities  entrusted  to  TVA  are  efficiently  operated 
and  maintained  to  standards  ttiat  meet  customer  needs  by  optimizing 
the  recreation  and  errvironmental  education  benefit  from  LBL's  68,798 
hectares  (1 70,000  acres)  of  public  lands,  resources,  and  facilities. 

Indicators:      •  Attain  watchable  wildlife  satisfaction  level  of  2.9. 

•  Increase  length  of  stay  at  day-use  facilities. 

•  Increase  length  of  stay  at  campgrounds  by  0.1  night  per  visit. 

Goal  No.  2:     Manage  resources  arxJ  provide  services  to  external  customers  to 
maximize  the  value  derived  from  appropriated  furxte  by  maximizing 
opportunities  to  recover  costs. 

Indicators:      •  Reduce  loss  per  visitor. 

•  Increase  earned  revenue  to  30%. 

•  Increase  occufsancy  at  facilities  to  40%. 

•  Increase  percentage  of  visitors  from  greater  than  161  kilometers 
(100  miles)  to  25%. 

•  Ensure  that  spending  variance  from  forecast  is  v»rithin  the  range 
of  0  to  -9%. 
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TVA  FY  1996  Budget 

Land  Between  The  Lakes-Program  Financing  Schedule 

($  in  thousands) 


1994 
ACTUAL 


ESTIMATE         ESTIMATE 


Appropriations 

Capital  Investment 

33 

- 

- 

Operating  Expenses: 

Recreation  Services 

3.203 

1,483 

4,843 

Environnnental  Education 

1.482 

2,268 

1,327 

Total  Operating  Expenses 

4.685 

3.751 

6.170 

Total  Appropriations 

4.718 

3,751 

6,170 

Nonpower  Proceed* 

Recreation  Senflces 

0 

2.000 

2.335 

Environmental  Education 

0 

965 

965 

Total  Nonpower  Proceeds 

0 

2.965 

3,300 

Total  Program  Rnancing 

4,718 

6,716 

9,470 
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Environmental  Research  Center 

In  1993,  TVA  stopped  researching  and  developing  fertilizer.  Today  and  for  the  future, 
TV''-'s  Environmental  Research  Center  in  Muscle  Shoals,  Alabama,  develops  and 
implements  technologies  and  strategies  to  prevent  or  reduce  pollution.  The  focus  is 
on  solving  air-quality  problems,  developing  innovative  techniques  for  waste  treatment, 
and  protecting  water  quality. 

National  The  Center  is  involved  in  environmental  research  and  technology 

Reach  development  programs  on  a  national  level.  Environmental  projects 

which  promote  the  cleanup  and  protection  of  the  Nation's  land,  air, 
and  water  resources  are  active  in  44  states.  Work  is  directed  and 
performed  by  the  Center's  nationally  recognized  experts  in  atmos- 
pheric sciences,  biotechnology,  agriculture,  and  site  cleanup. 

Ground-  TVA  is  leading  the  national  clean  air  research  in  seeking  to  improve 

Level  Ozone     ground-level  ozone  management  and  develop  a  better  scientific 
Pollution  understanding  of  ozone  pollution.  TVA  already  has  helped  to  improve 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  regulatory  models  used  for 
developing  ozone  control  strategies,  to  determine  that  high  ozone  lev- 
els are  caused  by  manmade  and  natural  emissions,  to  quantify  ozone 
impacts  on  forests,  and  to  characterize  and  measure  how  ozone  lev- 
els change  wAh  location  and  elevation. 

Removing         Existing  technology  for  removing  air  pollutants  is  neither  effective 
Chemicals        nor  inexpensive.  TVA  is  exploring  the  use  of  naturally  occuring 
From  microorganisms  to  clean  the  air.  This  process,  known  as  biofiltration, 

the  Air  is  used  to  convert  hazardous  air  pollitants  into  carbon  dioxide  and 

water.  Scientists  are  using  small-scale  biofilters  in  the  laboratory  to 
remove  contaminants  such  as  styrene,  acetone,  benzene,  and  other 
chemicals  from  the  air.  Results  show  that  99  percent  of  styrene,  an 
industrial  pollutant,  can  be  removed  from  air  emissions.  Studies 
demonstrate  that  biofiltration  can  be  a  cost-effective  air  pollution  con- 
trol technology  by  allowing  businesses  to  be  more  competitive 
because  of  the  lower  cost  of  doing  business. 

Protecting        In  partnership  with  agricultural  retailers  and  others,  TVA  is  working  to 
Ground-  develop  and  demonstrate  cost-effective  and  environmentally  safe 

water  technologies  for  better  handling  of  agnchemicals  to  protect  water 

quality.  TVA  provides  models  or  "living  laboratories"  to  demonstrate 

environmental  stewardship. 
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Conatruelad    Scientists  from  TVA  have  developed  a  new  generation  of  constructed 
wetlands  wfiich  have  improved  ttie  effiderwy  of  wastewater  treat- 
ment. TVA's  constructed  wetlands  project  offers  a  unique  opportunity 
to  treat  more  hazardous  elennents  tfian  can  be  treated  through  other 
wettarxjs  projects.  TVA's  new  design  can  be  used  to  treat  waste- 
waters contaminated  wnth  heavy  metals,  petrochemicals,  domestic 
sewage,  arxJ  munitions. 


for 

Wastewater 

Treatment 


PCB-Eating     TVA  is  testing  a  safe  way  to  remove  Polychlorinated  Biphenyls  (PCBs) 
Bacteria  from  soil.  This  is  a  new  technology  that  could  help  clean  up  long- 

neglected  industrial  sites.  The  Center  has  teamed  with  the  University 
of  Tennessee  and  the  Oak  Ridge  National  Latx)ratory  to  test  the  use 
of  microorganisms  to  transform  and  degrade  PCBs.  This  project  is 
the  first  to  involve  a  request  for  a  permit  from  the  EPA  to  demonstrate 
genetically  engineered  bacteria  in  a  field  test. 


Projects  for  FY  1996: 


$000's 


Ozone  Mitigation 
Bioremediation  of  PCBs 
Agricultural  Strategies  in  Watersheds 
Greenhouse  Gas  Mitigation 
Air  Toxics  Control 

Biomass  Research  and  Development 
Bioreactors 

Resource  Conservation  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  Projects 
Environmental  Sensors 
Wastewater  Remediation 
Pollution  Prevention  in  Agriculture 
Biomass  Commercialization 
Poultry  Litter  Utilization 
Risk  Assessments 
Weather  Forecasting  Technology 
Industrial  Wastes 

Gtobal  Climate  Change  and  Sustainable  Development 
Total 


3,893 

2.482 

6,440 

1,737 

496 

824 

369 

6,933 

1,387 

924 

1,201 

1,162 

924 

740 

185 

1,111 

1,474 

32.282 
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Environmental  Research  program  performance  goals  and  indicators  for 

FY  1996  include: 

Goal  No.  1 :    Establish  the  TVA  Environmental  Research  Center  as  the  Research  and 
Devetopment  provider  of  choice  for  TVA,  the  Valley  states,  the  Nation, 
and  the  international  community  ty  researching,  developing,  demon- 
strating, arxJ  transferring  innovative  solutions  to  environmental  issues. 

Indicator       Ensure  that  at  least  3  methodologies  and/or  technologies  are 
adopted  by  others. 

Goal  No.  2:    Ensure  that  lands  arxJ  facilities  entrusted  to  TVA  are  operated  efficiently 
and  maintained  to  standards  that  meet  customer  needs  by  establishing 
and  maintaining  a  plan  for  environmental  stewardship  and  reducing 
solid  waste  disposal  and  toxic  cfiemicals  purchased. 

Indicators:     •  Ensure  that  at  least  96%  of  project  milestones  are  met. 

•  Reduce  amount  of  solid  waste  reaching  landfills  tiy  20% 
compared  to  FY  1994. 

•  Reduce  amount  of  toxic  or  hazardous  materials  purchased 
by  10%. 

Goal  No.  3:    Manage  resources,  provide  services,  arxi  perform  research  for  external 
customers  to  enhance  TVA  earnings  t)y  maximizing  opportunities  to 
recover  costs  and  operating  in  a  financially  sound  manner. 

Indicators:     •  Increase  derived  revenue. 

•  Ensure  that  spending  variance  from  forecast  is  within  the  range 
of  0  to  -9%. 
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TVA  FY  1996  Budget 

TVA  Environmental  Research  Center-Program  Financing  Schedule 

($  in  thousands) 

1994  1995  1996 

ACTUAL  ESTIMATE  ESTIMATE 


Appropriations 

Operating  Expenses: 

Environmental  Research  and  Development 

23.337 

25.545 

32,282 

^,     Agricultural  Environmental 

Research  and  Practices 

- 

9.125 
34.670 

- 

Total  Operating  Expenses 

23,337 

32.282 

Total  Appropriations 

23.337 

34,670 

32,282 

Nonpower  Proceeds 

Operating  Expenses: 

Environmental  Research  and  Development            0  2,607  1,800 

Total  Operating  Expenses                 0  2.607  1.800 

Total  Nonpower  Proceeds              0  2,607  1,800 

Total  Program  Financing                 23,337  37,277  34,082 
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Economic  Development 


In  1994,  TVA  consolidated  all  its  economic  development  programs  into  one  organiza- 
tion to  better  focus  efforts  and  deliver  more  economic  resources  to  the  Tennessee 
Valley.  For  fiscal  year  1996.  TVA's  Economic  Development  will  identify  initiatives  for 
national  industnal  competitiveness  in  a  globaJ  economy,  develop  high  quality  )0tDS  in 
areas  of  high  poverty  rates  and  unemployment,  and  deploy  and  apply  infrastructure 
that  supports  industnal  development  and  the  generation  of  commerce. 

Job  Creation    TVA  invests  in  economic  development  opportunities  that  increase  the 
production  of  goods  and  services  and  generate  high-value  jobs  for 
Valley  citizens.  TVA  offers  easily  accessible,  comprehensive  business 
development  services  that  provide  innovative  strategies  for  capital 
access,  workforce  development,  and  technical  assistance. 

Leadership       Rural  Communities  are  being  helped  by  TVA  to  compete  successfully 
in  the  world  economy  through  effective  planning  and  community  lead- 
ership. The  challenge  is  to  help  these  communities  readily  obtain  the 
information,  technical  expertise,  and  planning  skills  needed  for  effec- 
tive competition.  TVA  has  found  a  way  to  help  njral  communities 
achieve  this  "level  playing  field'  in  the  economic  development  area. 
TVA's  Quality  Community  program  is  a  nationally  recognized  model 
for  community  economic  developxnent  planning — a  unique  and  effec- 
tive combination  of  leadership  development,  team  building,  total 
quality  improvement,  and  strategic  planning.  It  provides  economic 
analysis,  engineering,  and  other  services  necessary  to  successfully 
implement  community  projects. 

Industrial  Waste  management  is  the  second  highest  cost  for  American  industry. 

Ecology  Businesses  in  the  South  produce  more  waste  per  $1  of  product  than 

those  in  ttie  rest  of  the  country.  TVAs  Waste  Reduction  Assessment 
and  Technology  Transfer  (WRATT)  program  is  a  national  model  for 
helping  industries  increase  efficiency  and  save  money  by  reducing 
waste  at  the  source.  TVA  promotes  waste  reduction  as  a  tool  to 
increase  competitiveness  for  business  and  industry.  TVA's  WRATT 
program  is  unique  in  that  it  uses  retired  engineers  and  scientists  to 
provide  high-quality,  low-cost  services  to  industry.  Other  federal. 
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state,  and  private  organizations  have  joined  wnth  TVA  to  train  business 
leaders  on  how  waste  reduction  improves  business  competitiveness 
and  environmental  performance. 

Tourism  Through  a  unique  public/private  partnership,  TVA  is  taking  a  lead  role 

in  devetoping  a  long-range  economic  strategy  for  the  tri-state  Ocoee 
region.  The  Olympic  event  is  a  catalyst  for  sustainable  development 
of  the  region's  economy. 

Projects  for  FY  1 996:  $000's 

Business  Development 

•  Tennessee  Urban  League  Skills  Center  1 ,051 

•  Job  Training  Partnership  Act  Welding  Equipment  1,195 

•  Waste  Reductbn  and  Technology  Transfer  1 ,991 

•  Small  Business  Incubator  Network  3,584 

Total  7.821 

Community  Development 

•  Morgan  Square  Tourism  Project  996 

•  Four  River  Counties,  Kentucky  199 

•  Quality  Communities  844 

•  Tourism  Development  and  Marketing  Ran  199 

•  Tourism  Impact  Studies  398 

•  Minority  Ecorxjmic  Development  152 

Total  2.788 

Technology  Development 

•  Electronic  Information  Improvements  2,240 

•  TVA/National  Information  Infrastructure  Internet  398 

•  Business  Media  Training  Center  299 

•  Waste  Match  498 

•  Internet  Business  Demonstrations  199 

Total  3,634 

Technical  Services 

•  Tennessee  Tombigt)ee  Devetopment  396 

•  Cooperative  Program  vwth  LafKl  Grant  Universities  for  Agri-21  4, 1 29 

•  Technical  Support  for  Economic  Development  Programs  2.050 

Total  6,575 

Total  Economic  Development  20.818 
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Economic  Development  program  pertormarx^e  goals  and  irtdicators  for 

Pr'  1996  include: 

Goal  No.  1 :     Build  and  maintain  institutior^  relationships  by  building  active  partner- 
ships with  local  arxj  federal  agencies  and  community  business 
organizations. 

Indicators:      •  Increase  TVA  active  partnerships. 

•  Increase  TVA  initiated  community  business  organization  contacts. 

Goal  No.  2:     Facilitate,  leverage,  and  grow  financial  resources  for  economic  devel- 
opment investment  tjy  operating  in  a  financially  sound  manner. 

Indicators:      •  Ensure  that  spending  variarv^e  from  budget  is  within  the  range  of 
0  to  -5%. 

•  Develop  financial  systems  that  support  the  investments  made. 

•  Increase  numtjer  of  projects  leveraged. 

Goal  No.  3:     Positively  influence  the  rate  of  economic  development  in  the  TVA 
region  by  providing  customer  services  to  existing  Economic 
Development  programs;  implementing  new  customer-focused 
projects;  transforming  economically  distressed  communities  into 
economic  growth  comnmjnities;  arxl  designing  innovative  economic 
development  tools. 

Indicators:      •  Increase  service  commitments  met. 

•  Increase  dollars  leveraged. 

•  Increase  number  of  netghbortiood  revttalization  projects. 

•  Increase  numt)er  of  comnnunity  strategic  plans  developed. 

•  Increase  number  of  new  plarrts. 

•  lrx:rease  numt)er  of  plants  expanded. 

•  Increase  numtjer  of  jobs  created. 

•  Increase  number  of  techrxjiogy  applications  implemented. 

Goal  No.  4:     Protect  the  environment  by  reducing  waste  emissions  of  industries  in 
the  Tennessee  Valley. 

Indicators:      •  Reduce  the  volume  of  solid  waste  reaching  landfills. 

•  Increase  waste  reduction  audits  conducted. 
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TVA  FY  1996  Budget 

Economic  Development-Program  Financing  Schedule 

($  in  thousands) 


1994 

1995 

1996 

ACTUAL 

ESTIMATE 

ESTIMATE 

Appropriations 

Operating  Expenses: 

Waste  Management  Technology 

4.917 

- 

- 

Education/Work  Force  Training 

4.212 

- 

- 

Community  and  Business  Competitiveness 

5.726 

- 

- 

River  Heritage/Waterfront  Development 

1,906 

- 

- 

Minority  Economic  Development 

1,272 

- 

- 

Business  Development 

-. 

6,998 

7.821 

Community  Development 

- 

5.421 

2.788 

Technology  Development 

- 

- 

3,634 

Technical  Services 

- 

8,399 
20.818 

6,575 

Total  Operating  Expenses 

18,033 

20,818 

Total  Appropriatiom 

18,033 

20,818 

20318 
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TVA  Power  Program 

Income  Statement 

($  in  millions) 


1994 
ACTUAL 


1995  1996 

ESTIMATE  ESTIMATE 


Revenue 


5.401 


5,441 


5,614 


Operating  Expenses: 

Fuel  and  purchased  power 

1.493 

1,317 

1.267 

Labor  and  materials 

1.081 

1,081 

1,119 

Payments  In  lieu  of  taxes 

248 

257 

260 

Depreciation  &  Nuclear  Fuel  Amortization 

513 

556 

759 

Other  expenses 

0 

32 

52 

Total  Operating  Expenses 

3.335 

3,243 

3,457 

Operating  income 

2.066 

2,198 

2.157 

Other  income  and  deductions 

(59) 

86 

2 

Interest  charges: 

Interest  on  debt 

1.731 

1,876 

1,978 

Amortization  of  debt  acquisition  expense 

122 

116 

114 

Less:  Allowance  for  funds  used 

during  construction 

(123) 
1.730 

(114) 
1,878 

(74) 

Net  interest  charges 

2,018 

Net  Income 

277 

406 

141 

Less:  Write-offs 

126 

554 

223 

Adjusted  Net  Income 

151 

(148) 

(82) 
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Summary  of  Reyenue  from  Operations 


The  TVA  Act  requires  that  rates  be  sufficient  to  produce  gross  revenues  adequate  to 
cover  the  cost  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  administration  of  the  system,  pay- 
ments to  states  and  counties  in  lieu  of  taxes,  specified  fixed  charges  associated  with 
debt  financing,  U.S.  Treasury  payments,  arxj  a  margin,  determined  by  the  TVA  Board, 
for  investment  in  system  assets,  reduction  of  liabilities,  and  other  purposes  connected 
vynth  TVA's  powder  program. 

Estimates  of  revenues  are  summarized  in  the  following  table. 


($  in  millions) 

1994  1995  1996 

ACTUAL  ESTIMATE  ESTIMATE 


Municipalities  arKi  cooperatives 

4.582 

4,756 

4,926 

Federal  agencies 

296 

.    167 

168 

Directly-served  industries 

452 

446 

448 

Other  electric  systems 

Total  sales 

5,330 

5,369 

5,542 

Rent  from  electric  property  and  other  revenue 

71 

72 

72 

Total  Revenues 

5.401 

5.441 

5.614 
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Operating  Expenses 


TVA  is  making  every  effort  to  hold  down  operating  costs.  Operating  expenses  for  FY 
1994  were  $3.5  billion.  Preliminary  estimates  for  FY  1995  and  FY  1996  indicate  a 
decrease  in  FY  1 995  and  an  increase  in  FY  1 996.  The  decrease  in  FY  1 995  is  due 
primarily  to  savings  from  the  early  out  program  and  the  delay  of  Watts  Bar  Nuclear 
Plant  startup  until  FY  1 996.  The  increase  in  FY  1 996  is  due  primarily  to  increases  in 
labor  and  materials  and  depreciation  expense  due  to  the  startup  of  Watts  Bar  Nuclear 
Plant.  The  FY  1 995  and  FY  1 996  estimates  assume  no  additional  revenue  require- 
ments. Fuel  and  purchased  power  expenses  represent  the  largest  category  of  TVA 
operating  expenses  at  $1 .5  billion  in  FY  1994,  $1 .3  billion  in  tx)th  FY  1995  and  FY 
1996.  The  following  table  outlines  TVA's  fuel  and  purchased  power  expenses: 


($  in  millions) 


1994 

1995 

1996 

ACTUAL 

ESTIMATE 

ESTIMATE 

Coal 

1.237 

1,198 

1,119 

Nuclear 

201 

139 

195 

Oil 

12 

4 

4 

Purchased  from  Gumberiand 

River  System  (SEPA) 

24 

20 

19 

Cogeneration  purchased 

1 

2 

2 

Net  Interchange 

18 

(46) 

(72) 

Total  Fuel  and  Purchased 

Power  Expenses 

1.493 

1,317 

1,267 
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Capital  Investment 


Power  capital  investment  was  $1 .9  billion  in  P/  1994,  and  is  expected  to  be 

$1 .8  billion  and  $1 .4  billion  for  FY  1995  and  Pif'  1996,  respectively.  These  figures 

do  not  include  Allowance  for  Funds  Used  During  Constnjction. 


($  in  millions) 


Nuclear  additions  and  improvements 
Fossil  and  hydro  additions  and  improvements 
Transmission  system  facilities 
General  facilities 

Total  Capital  Investment 


1994 

1995 

1996 

ACTUAL 

ESTIMATE 

ESTIMATE 

802 

746 

402 

737 

560 

556 

130 

161 

180 

259 

294 

244 

1,928 

1,761 

1,382 
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Power  Program  Borrowing 


Section  1 5d  of  the  TVA  Act  authorizes  TVA  to  issue  bonds,  notes,  and  other  evi- 
dences of  indebtedness  to  assist  in  financing  its  power  program.  The  maximum 
amount  of  such  obligations  authorized  to  be  outstanding  at  any  one  time  is  $30  bil- 
lion. At  the  end  of  FV  1994,  this  indebtedness  was  $25.9  billion,  and  expected  to 
increase  to  $26.9  billion  by  the  end  of  FY  1995,  and  increase  to  $27.5  billion  by  the 
end  of  FY  1 996.  These  amounts  exclude  bonds  held  by  the  Federal  Financing  Bank 
(FFB)  and  the  public  that  are  being  redeemed  under  an  "in  substance"  defeasance 
arrangement.  The  bonds  held  under  an  "in  substance"  arrangement  were  $3.8  billion 
in  FY  1994,  and  projected  to  be  $1 .2  billion  at  the  end  of  FY  1995  and  FY  1996. 

The  $1 .0  billion  in  net  borrowing  for  FY  1 994  is  primarily  for  increased  effort  required 
for  commercial  operation  of  Watts  Bar  unit  1 ,  additional  work  necessary  for  restart  of 
Browns  Ferry  unit  3,  fossil  system  modifications  required  to  improve  availability,  com- 
bustion turbine  renovations,  and  to  repurchase  nuclear  fuel  inventories.  The 
combined  $979  million  in  borrowflngs  for  FY  1994  and  $1 ,000  million  in  FY  1995  is 
due  to  continued  efforts  on  Watts  Bar  unit  1  and  Browns  Ferry  unit  3,  continued 
efforts  on  fossil  system  availability  improvements,  clean  air  modification,  hydro 
modernization,  and  transmission  system  improvements. 
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statement  of  changes  In  Indebtedness 

($  in  millions) 


Borrowings  at  beginning  of  fiscal  year 

Long-term  debt: 

Payable  to  Public* 

Payable  to  Federal  Financing  Bank* 
Short-term  debt: 

Payable  to  U.S.  Treasury 

Payable  to  public 

Total 


Changes  in  borrowing  during  fiscal  year 

Long-term  debt: 
Payable  to  public    issues 

redemptions 

defeasance 

Payable  to  Federal  Financing  Bank 

issues 

redemptions 

defeasance 

Total 

Short-term  debt: 

Payable  to  public  — Net 


1994  1995  1996 

ACTUAL  ESTIMATE  ESTIMATE 


Total  Change  in  Debt 


*Defeased  debt  is  excluded  from  the  total. 


15,481 

19,862 

20,770 

6.075 

3,400 

3,200 

150 

150 

150 

3,193 

2,466 

2,758 

24,899  25.878  26,878 


6,678 

(797) 

(1.500) 

1,633 

(725) 

0 

2,244 

(1 ,300) 

0 

0 

(2,675) 

0 

(200) 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1,706 

708 

944 

(727) 

292 

(359) 

979 

1,000 

585 
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Statement  of  changes  in  Indebtedness  (continued) 
($  in  millions) 


1994 
ACTUAL 

1995 
ESTIMATE 

1996 
ESTIMATE 

Borrowings  outstanding  at  end  of  fiscal  year 

Long-term  debt: 

Payable  to  public*                                        1 9,862 
Payable  to  Federal  Financing  Bank*                3,400 

Short-term  debt: 

20,770 
3,200 

21,714 
3.200 

Payable  to  U.S.  Treasury                                   150 
Payable  to  public                                           2,466 

150 
2,758 

150 
2,399 

Total 


25.878 


Defeased  debt  outstanding  at  beginning  of  fiscal  year 

Long-term  debt: 

Payable  to  Federal  Financing  Bank  250 

Payable  to  public  3.000 


Total 


3.250 


Chartges  in  defeased  debt  during  fiscal  year 

Long-term  debt: 

Payable  to  Federal  Rnancing  Bank 
Transferred  to  Trustee  0 

Repaid  by  Trustee  (250) 

Payable  to  public 
Transferred  to  Trustee  1 ,500 

Repaid  by  Trustee  (707) 


Total 


543 


Defeased  debt  outstanding  at  end  of  fiscal  year 

Long-term  debt: 

Payable  to  Federal  Financing  Bank  0 

Payable  to  public  3,793 


Total 


3,793 


26.878 


0 
3.793 

3,793 


0 

0 

0 
(2,584) 

(2,584) 


0 
1.209 

1.209 


27,463 


0 
1.209 

1,209 


0 
1,209 

1,209 


•Defeased  debt  is  excluded  from  the  total. 
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Tl/A  Annual 
Metric  Report 


The  following  report  is  prepared  under  the 
Guidelines  for  Submission  of  Annual  Metric 
Reports  required  by  PL.  100-418,  Section 
5164,  Metric  Usage.  TVA's  implementation 
of  the  metric  system  of  measurement  is 
summarized  through  December  31 ,  1 994, 
for  five  categories:  conversion  status  and 
sensitivity;  Federal,  state,  and  local  consul- 
tations; private  industry  initiatives;  public 
awareness  initiatives;  and  employee  train- 
ing. Each  of  these  areas  is  discussed  in 
detail  in  this  project. 

Conversion  Status  and  Sensitivity 

TVA  Overall 

On  October  31 ,  1 994.  TVA's  Chief 
Operating  Officer  approved  and  executed 
"TVA's  Metric  Commitment."  This  policy 
commits  TVA  organizations  to  "an  orderiy 
and  reasonable  transition  to  the  metric 
system  by  October  1 995  where  such  tran- 
sition is  reasonable  and  cost  effective." 

TVA's  Metrication  Working  Council  assists 
all  TVA  organizations  in  completion  of  met- 
ric conversion  activities.  Major  FY95  plans 
include: 

•  Development  of  an  agency  metrication 
communications  plan. 

•  Evaluation  of  conversion  to  A4  paper 
in  TVA. 

•  Development  of  TVA  metric  suppliers  list. 

•  Development  of  TVA  Metric/Awareness 
Plan. 

•  Update  of  metric  procedures  in  TVA 
design  organizations. 


•  Update  of  Tv/A  engineering  standards  in 
metric. 

Customer  Group 

Support  an  orderiy  transition  to  the  metric 
system  by  1995. 

•  Emphasize  and  specify  metric  or  dual 
units  in  material  procurement. 

•  Complete  a  metric  survey  and  develop 
an  associated  training  plan. 

•  Develop  metric  conversion  routines  for 
use  with  existing  data  bases. 

•  participate  in  the  A4  paper  conversion 
study  for  the  agency. 

•  Use  metric  units  in  all  new  automation 
activities. 

•  Encourage  supplier's  transition  to  metric. 

Transmission/Power  Supply 

Existing  facilities,  equipment,  and  systems 
that  have  been  designed  and  constructed 
in  nonmetric  are  not  being  converted  to 
metric.  A  procedure  is  being  developjed 
that  establishes  a  criteria  for  deciding 
when  new  projects  will  be  in  metric. 

•  Design  and  construct  a  substation  and 
transmission  line  project  using  metric 
units. 

•  Develop  all  grading  drawings  in  metric. 

•  Develop  new  transmission  engineering 
standards  in  metric. 

•  Design  all  new  metering  projects  in  met- 
ric. 

•  Develop  new  structure  and  foundation 
drawings  dimensioned  in  dual  units. 
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Facilities  Services 

Actively  promote  activities  across  TVA  to 
meet  the  conversion  to  the  metric  system 
by  October  1995. 

•  Design  all  new  construction  projects 
utilizing  hard  metric  designs  and 
products. 

•  Design  all  renovation  projects  utilizing 
soft  metric  designs  and  specified 
products. 

•  Lead  TVA  study  team  in  A4  paper 
conversion. 

•  Convert  all  business  plan  indicators  to 
metric  units. 

•  Emphasize  the  use  of  metric  units  in 
correspondence,  reports,  instruction 
manuals,  and  brochures. 

Purchasing 

Encourage  requisitioners  and  suppliers  to 
use  metric  specifications. 


building  at  Fort  Loudoun  Hydro  Plant  in 
metric. 

•  Design  a  lock  operations  building  in 
metric. 

•  Revise  the  Fossil  &  Hydro  metrification 
procedure. 

NuclBcir 

Ongoing  activities  involving  design 
changes,  construction,  modifications, 
and  maintenance  to  existing  nuclear 
plants  that  require  interface  with  preexist- 
ing drawings  and  design  calculations  will 
continue  in  nonmetric  dimensions. 
Existing  designs  will  not  be  converted 
because  of  safety  considerations.  Certain 
replacement  parts  and  materials  for 
nuclear  plants  must  meet  stringent 
nuclear  regulatory  requirements  related  to 
design  basis  and  supplier  quality  assur- 
ance programs.  This  precludes 
cost-effective  conversion  to  metric. 


•  Create  a  source  list  of  suppliers  that 
can  furnish  metric  commodities. 

•  Specify  metric  units  in  standard  item 
descriptions. 

•  Seet<  metric  conversion  opportunities  in 
long-term  purchasing  contracts. 


Resource  Group 

Some  activities,  primarily  in  the  scientific 
activity  fields,  are  using  metnc  units,  and 
other  activities  will  be  converted  to  metric 
in  accordance  with  the  new  TVA  Metric 
Commitment  Policy. 


Fossil  &  Hydro  Power 

Existing  facilities,  equipment,  and  sys- 
tems that  have  been  designated  and 
constructed  in  nonmetric  are  not  being 
converted  to  metric.  A  procedure  is  being 
finalized  that  established  a  criteria  for 
deciding  vt/hen  new  projects  will  be  in 
metric. 

•  Construct  a  new  storage  and  workshop 


•  Design  a  standard  visitor  comfort  sta- 
tion building  in  metric. 

•  Design  and  build  a  shallow-craft  shift- 
boat  in  metric. 

•  Convert  signage  to  metric. 

•  Distribute  metric  training  materials  to 
employees. 

•  Design  a  workshop  and  storage  build- 
ing in  metric. 
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Federal,  State  and  Local 
Consultations 

Customer  Group 

Incorporate  progress  of  other  Federal 
agencies  and  utilities  into  the  metric  tran- 
sition program. 

Transmission/Power  Supply 

Activities  require  close  interaction  with 
many  other  agencies,  such  as  FERC, 
DOE,  and  EPA;  and  local  governments 
involved  in  transmission  line  projects. 

Nuclear 

A  committee  has  been  formed  in  con- 
junction with  other  Federal  agencies  to 
promote  the  use  of  metrics  in  the  pro- 
curement of  electrical  equipment. 

Resource  Group 

Activities  in  many  cases  closely  interact 
with  other  Federal  agencies,  such  as  the 
U.S.  Geological  survey,  with  state  and 
local  governmental  agencies. 

TVA  is  a  member  of  the  Federal  Geodetic 
Data  Committee  (FGDC),  established  by 
OMB,  which  is  required  to  develop 
nationwide  standards  for  use  and  inter- 
change of  ail  Federal  spatial  data. 


ational  facilities  across  the  Valley. 

Nuclear 

Displays  promoting  the  use  and  benefits 
of  metrics  are  being  placed  in  TVA 
nuclear  plant  visitor  centers. 


Employee  Training 

All  TVA  Organizations 

A  metric  survey  and  associated  training 
initiative  is  under  development  to  pro- 
mote metric  awareness  among  all 
employees. 

Facilities  Services 

Employees,  contractors  and  suppliers 
have  been  provided  metric  awareness 
training. 

Fossil  &  Hydro  Power 

An  extensive  program  has  been  devel- 
oped to  increase  metric  awareness 
among  employees. 


Private  Industry  Initiatives 

Purchasing 

TVA  has  informed  key  suppliers  about  its 
Metric  Policy  at  annual  supplier  recogni- 
tion events  and  has  developed  supplier 
lists  for  those  with  metric  capabilities. 

Resource  Group 

A  TVA  Quality  Supplier  initiative  exists  to 
promote  metrics  among  vendors  and 
contractors. 

Public  Awareness  initiatives 

Facilities  Services 

Displays  promoting  the  use  and  benefits 
of  metrics  are  being  placed  in  TVA  facili- 
ties across  the  service  territory. 

Resource  Group 

Metnc  units  will  be  utilized  in  all  recre- 


Page38 


295 


Supplement 

to  Tennessee  Valley  Authority's 

Budget  Program 


■^,^^/iZ^  ."^^'■<?'fiXW& 


For  the  Fiscal  Year  Ending  September  30,  1 996 
Submitted  to  Congress  February  1 995 


296 


Supplement 

TVA  Fiscal  Year  1 996 
TVA  Projects  for  1996 

Stewardship 

Projects  for  FY  1996  $000's 

Daily  Reservoir  Operations  7,661 

This  funding  supports  preparation  and  dispatch  of  daily  operating  plans  for  the  Tennessee  River's  integrated 
water  control  system  in  order  to  meet  statutory  and  secondary  operating  purposes.  Public  benefits:  maxi- 
mum room  to  store  water  for  flood  prevention  and  control  which  saves  lives  and  prevents  economic  disaster; 
minimum  acceptable  levels  and  flow  for  boating  and  fishing  to  ensure  profitability  of  reservoir  recreation; 
minimum  depths  for  navigation  along  the  entire  system,  constant  levels  for  cooling  at  TVA's  fossil  and  nuclear 
plants  which  rely  on  the  low  cost  cooling  properties  of  water,  thus,  keeping  electric  rates  competitive; 
and  water  to  hydropower  facilities  to  efficiently  meet  peak  power  demands,  thus,  keeping  electric  rates 
competitive. 

Dam  Safety  -  Capital  and  Operations  &  Maintenance  1 4,974 

and 

Emergency  Planning  190 

This  funding  supports  management  of  dams  and  bridges  for  safe  and  effective  operations.  Responsibilities — 
inspect  dams,  bridge  structures,  and  machinery  for  structural  integrity,  perform  maintenance  for  safe  opera- 
tion; conduct  emergency  preparedness  exercises  for  dam  safety  Instances,  flood  situations  and  natural  or 
human-caused  environmental  disaster;  screen  dams  for  conformance  to  present-day  design  criteria,  perform 
detailed  engineering  and  design  for  bridges  and  dams  that  do  not  meet  seismic  design  standards,  and  per- 
form construction  modifications  to  bridges  and  dams  as  needed.  Public  benefits:  reduction  of  risk  to  people 
and  property  within  the  floodplain  along  the  entire  length  of  the  Tennessee  River;  and  emergency  prepared- 
ness in  the  event  of  dam  failure  or  hazardous  waste  spill. 

As  a  federal  agency,  TVA  complies  with  the  Federal  Guidelines  for  Dam  Safety  for  the  54  dams  controlled 
through  the  integrated  system.  TVA  owns  48  of  the  dams  and  bridges,  and  it  controls  and  protects  the  pub- 
lic's investments  through  this  program  category. 

Reservoir  and  Stream  Vital  Signs  Monitoring  1 ,529 

This  funding  is  used  to  monitor  biological,  physical,  and  chemical  indicators  of  water  quality  in  TVA  reservoirs. 
Composite  data  measure  ecological  health  and  suitability  for  human  uses  in  these  waters.  An  annual  data 
analysis  is  published  and  distributed  to  Valley  residents  in  formats  useful  for  water  management  decision-mak- 
ing and  increasing  public  awareness  of  river  conditions.  Public  benefits:  Valley  residents  learn  about  the 
scope  and  impacts  of  pollution  from  tributary  rivers;  lake  users  and  homeowners  are  notified  of  the  health  of 
reservoirs  downstream  from  pollution  sources;  TVA  scientists  make  superior  management  decisions  based 
data  trends  and  ecosystem  dynamics. 
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Clean  Water  Initiative  2,1 24 

and 

River  Action  Teams  6,472 

This  funding  supports  the  Clean  Water  Initiative  which  identifies  priority  areas  for  improvement  or  protection. 
TVA  builds  coalitions  with  others  agencies  and  private  citizens  to  define  the  cause-and-effect  relationships  of 
river  pollution  then  designs  workable  fixes  to  problems.  The  coalitions,  called  River  Action  Teams,  coopera- 
tively implement  resource  cleanup  and  protection  projects  and  track  their  performance  through  monitoring 
resource  condition.  Public  benefits;  water  quality  is  managed  to  achieve  a  full  range  of  competing  water  uses 
that  include  drinking,  boating,  fisheries,  energy  production,  agriculture,  and  cargo  transportation;  and  TVA 
manages  the  Tennessee  River  basin  as  a  single,  regional  ecosystem,  without  regard  to  mapped  boundaries 
ensuring  that  resources  are  applied  first  to  areas  most  critically  in  need  of  remediation,  thus,  benefiting  the 
entire  river  basin  for  all  Valley  residents. 

Pickwick  Channel  Modification  5,000 

This  channel  modification  project  consists  of  widening  a  two-mile  (3.2-kilometer)  stretch  of  the  navigation 
channel  in  the  river  bend  below  Pickwick  Lock.  The  work  will  be  accomplished  by  underwater  drilling,  blast- 
ing and  dredging.  The  excavated  material  will  be  placed  on  the  right  descending  bank  to  help  stabilize  it 
against  erosion.  Public  benefits;  groundings  will  cease  (since  1984.  21 1  barges  have  run  aground  at  this  site 
causing  millions  of  dollars  in  damage  to  shippers  and  suppliers  and  delaying  inventory  from  reaching  its  desti- 
nation downstream  of  the  channel);  environmental  disaster  will  be  averted  and  the  cost  of  clean  up  avoided 
(34,IXX)  barges  pass  the  length  of  the  river  annually,  many  carrying  massive  volumes  of  hazardous  cargo, 
including  toxic  substances  such  as  chlorine). 

Evaluation  of  Reservoir  Shoreline  Erosion  and  Bank  Failure  1 ,000 

This  funding  supports  the  implementation  of  the  most  comprehensive  shoreline  erosion  prevention  project  initi- 
ated in  the  U.S.  A  combination  of  stabilizing  vegetation,  bioengineering  techniques,  and  constnjcted  erosion 
barriers  will  be  applied  to  a  range  of  soil  conditions.  Public  benefits;  water  quality,  property  values  and  arche- 
ological  sites  are  protected;  lake  sediment  levels  are  reduced  and  aquatic  life  improved;  and  a  scientific  data 
base  of  best-practice  erosion  techniques  is  available  for  transfer  to  other  river  basins. 

Natural  Heritage  585 

This  funding  will  maintain  and  protect  TVA's  77  Natural  areas  that  cover  10,000  acres  (4,047  hectares)  in  order 
to  comply  with  regulatory  requirements.  Projects  in  FY96;  implement  exotic  plant  control  on  TVAis  Big  Ridge 
Natural  Area;  complete  annual  monitoring  of  known  endangered  species;  restore  4  National  Recreation  Trails; 
and  protect  at  least  two  endangered  plant  populations  on  Columbia  Project  Lands.  Public  benefits:  protec- 
tion of  natural  resources  that  are  unique  to  the  Tennessee  Valley  and  therefore  irreplaceable.  As  a  federal 
agency,  TVA  is  required  to  inventory,  monitor,  and  protect  both  aquatic  and  terrestrial  threatened  and  endan- 
gered species  and  habitats  to  comply  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  and  Executive  Order  1 1 990  for  wetlands  protection. 

Cultural  Resources  411 

This  funding  mW  support  archaeological  inventories  on  TVA  lands;  perform  land  use  proposals  for  regulatory 
compliance,  protect  archaeological  sites;  complete  the  historic  survey  of  all  major  TVA  facilities  federally  signifi- 
cant artifacts;  and  initiate  the  required  consultation  v\flth  Native  American  groups  for  the  disposition  of  all 
human  burial  remains  and  burial  objects  unearthed  by  TVA  or  its  contractors.  Public  benefits;  Native 
American  history  will  be  recorded  contributing  to  education  and  cultural  preservation.  All  Cultural  Resource 
Activities  required  under  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  the  Archeological  Resources  Protection  Act, 
the  Native  American  Religious  Freedom  Act,  and  the  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatrian  Act. 
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Automated  Land  Information  System  (ALIS)  1 ,258 

This  funding  will  complete  the  system  design  of  TVA's  Automated  Land  Information  System  (ALIS)    This  state- 
of-the-art  computer  system  automates  key  business  processes  to  manage  TVA  reservoir  lands  more  efficiently 
and  effectively  ALIS  will  replace  the  current  60-plus  years  of  manual  records.   Public  benefits:  immediate 
access  to  accurate  information  at  20  locations  for  26A  permit  analysis,  and  reducing  cycle  time  for  land  use 
review,  permits  and  request  for  information;  increased  employee  productivity,  reduced  cost-per-unit  of 
records  reproduction. 

Section  26a  Pemfiit  Reviews  1 ,694 

This  funding  supports  the  annual  processing  of  4,000  applications  for  erecting  structures  (such  as  docl<s, 
boathouses,  paper  mills,  and  barge  loading  facilities)  along  the  Tennessee  River  and  its  tributaries.  Section 
26a  of  the  TVA  Act  requires  that  all  construction,  operation,  or  maintenance  of  structures  on  or  along  the 
Tennessee  River  and  its  tributaries  which  affect  navigation,  flood  control,  or  public  lands  must  receive  review 
and  approval  by  TVA.  This  section  was  enacted  to  prevent  any  interests  from  conducting  activities  that  could 
interfere  with  TVA's  Congressionally -mandated  mission  for  the  unified  development  of  the  Tennessee  River' 
system.   Section  26a  permitting  is  a  "federal  action"  which  automatically  triggers  application  of  federal  envi- 
ronmental laws,  regulations,  and  executive  orders.  Public  benefits;  consistent  uses  of  lands  along  shorelines 
for  the  prevention  of  lake  hazards  and  shoreline  erosion. 

Land  Administration  2,798 

Since  its  inception,  TVA  has  acquired  land  and  landrights  necessary  to  operate  resen/oirs  and  the  power  sys- 
tem in  accordance  with  navigation,  flood  control  and  power  generation  mandates.  TVA's  landrights  range  from 
ownership  of  the  land  to  easement  nghts  for  flood  control.  This  work  includes;  responding  to  proposals  for 
use  of  TVA  land;  prevention,  detection,  and  resolution  of  alterations  or  abuse  of  TVA  lands;  and  monitoring 
thousands  of  existing  contracts  and  land  use  agreements  for  compliance.  Public  benefits:  preservation  of 
scenic  beauty;  protection  of  water  quality;  improvement  of  wildlife  habitat;  and  assured  access  to  recreational 
use  of  TVA  lands. 

Reservoir  Land  Planning  393 

This  funding  supports  management  of  the  1 01 , 1 75  hectares  (250,000  acres)  of  reservoir  land  around  its  lakes. 
The  process  provides  for  policy  and  performance  standards  and  active  participation  by  the  public,  local,  state, 
and  federal  agencies  and  private  organizations.  In  Pi^96,  emphasis  will  be  placed  on  supplementing  all  these 
land  use  plans  with  shoreline  management  plans. 

Outreach  and  Marketing  480 

In  FY96,  this  program  will  manage  the  public  involvement  process  associated  with  the  Draft  Environmental 
impact  Statement  publication  of  the  Shoreline  IVIanagement  Initiative.  Public  benefits:  future  management 
activities  will  reflect  citizen  values  and  preferences  that  affect  their  property  values,  recreation  patterns  and  the 
ecological  health  of  the  river  and  lakes. 

Realty  Administration  225 

This  program  manages  the  acquisition  and  disposal  of  federal  property  under  the  Uniform  Relocation  and  Real 
Property  Aquisition  Policies  Act  and  the  TVA  Act. 
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Reservation/Reservoir  Facility  Upgrades  and  Site  Remediation  2,990 

This  funding  supports  work  that  investigates  and  analyzes  solid  and  hazardous  waste  sites  on  TVA  property, 
determines  the  geographical  extent  of  contaminatbn,  and  remediates  sites  as  necessary.  In  execution  of  this 
program,  TVA  complies  with  state  and  federal  environmental  regulations  and  TVA  policies.  Public  benefits: 
protectbn  of  human  health,  wildlife,  and  the  environment. 

Facility  Management  13,030 

and 

Dam  Reservation/Reservoir  Facility  Administration  7,467 

These  funds  support  the  cyclical  maintenance  for  approximately  200  facilities  throughout  TVA  properties. 
Sites  include  the  Environmental  Research  Center's  68  buildings,  and  all  TVA  campgrounds,  and  visitor  centers 
on  dam  reservations.  In  addition,  road  and  turf  maintenance  and  hazardous  site  and  materials  management  is 
performed  through  this  category.  Public  benefits:  day  use  areas  and  visitor  center  restrooms  are  accessible 
year-round:  machinery  and  research  facilities  are  maintained  at  least  cost;  protection  of  capital  assets;  and 
campgrounds  that  support  the  Region's  $400  million  (annual)  recreation  industry  are  provided  at  low  cost. 

Total  70.281 


Pages 


300 

Land  and  Water 

Projects  for  FY  1996  $000's 


Navigation  Development  3,400 

This  funding  supports  upgrading  of  the  Tennessee  River  system's  locks  and  mooring  facilities  to  ensure  relia- 
bility and  safe  use.  Costs  covered  include  maintenance  on  lock  support  facilities,  electricity  to  operate  the 
locks,  servicing  of  navigation  aids  for  recreational  boaters,  maintenance  of  onshore  buoy  reference  ranges, 
refurbishment  of  navigation  staff  gauges,  publication  of  navigation  charts  and  maps,  safety  studies  of  com- 
mercial traffic  on  the  Tennessee  River,  and  freight  estimate  rates  for  all  modes  in  both  domestic  and  interna- 
tional commodity  movements.  Public  benefits:  \ovj  cost  transporlation  of  consumer  and  raw  industrial  prod- 
ucts; safe,  challenging  recreational  boating  experiences. 

Natural  Resource  Management  941 

These  funds  support  the  efficient  conservation  of  natural  resources.  In  FY96,  the  program  will  implement 
management  activities  on  approximately  445  hectares  (1 ,100  acres);  operate  7  dewatering  areas  totaling 
15,000  acres  (6,070  hectares);  develop  and  implement  vegetative  management  plans  for  soil  stabilization  on 
12,000  acres  (4,856  hectares).  Public  benefits:  balanced  protection  of  forested  wetlands  and  wildlife  habitat. 

Shoreline  Management  Initiative  481 

These  funds  support  the  second  phase  of  work  associated  with  establishment  of  TVA's  first  shoreline  man- 
agement policy  for  residential  shoreline  development.  This  policy  will  identify  where  future  residential  shoreline 
development  can  and  cannot  take  place,  the  standards  for  such  development,  and  environmental  protection 
measures.  Public  benefits:  property  rights  and  values  will  be  protected  on  an  ecosystem  scale  through  con- 
sistent management  of  reservoir  shorelines;  and  shoreline  and  riparian  zones  will  be  managed  at  consistently 
high  standards  as  developed  through  collaboration  with  the  public. 

Regional  Water  Supply  800 

This  program  plans  and  implements  specific  wafer  supply  projects  as  directed  by  Congress,  provides  techni- 
cal assistance  to  municipal  watershed  managers,  and  is  responsible  for  management  of  the  unfinished 
Columbia  Dam  and  Reservoir  Project.  The  base  program  is  funded  by  appropriations.   However,  additional 
funds  are  frequently  directed  to  trust  accounts  to  support  specific  water  supply  projects.  Joint  ventures  with 
other  agencies  also  may  provide  funds  to  support  other  projects  thus  leveraging  funding  to  accomplish  TVA 
planning  objectives.    Public  benefits:  potable  water  supply  is  protected  and  upgraded  for  communities 
throughout  the  Tennessee  Valley 

Flood  Damage  Reduction  Project  1 ,300 

These  funds  support  acquisition  of  properties  at-risk  of  flooding,  relocation  of  the  families  impacted,  removal 
of  structures  fl'om  the  property,  grading  and  stabilization  of  soils  and  development  of  a  plan  for  long  term 
maintenance  of  the  property  Public  benefits:  Gradual  increases  in  flood  storage  capacity;  relocation  assis- 
tance to  property  owners  whose  property  value  would  plummet  if  flooded. 

Chickamauga  Lock  Project  1 ,000 

The  purpose  of  this  project  is  to  complete  the  environmental  impact  statement  which  will  allow  for  lock 
improvements.  TVA  owns  locks  and  dams  on  the  Tennessee  River  and  is  responsible  for  their  structural 
stability.   Inaction  by  TVA  is  not  an  option  due  to  projections  that  the  lock  at  Chickamauga  will  fail  by  the 
year  2003. 
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Reservoir  Releases  Improvements  310 

The  purpose  of  this  program  is  to  install,  maintain,  and  operate  aeration  and  minimum  flow  systems 
to  improve  the  quality  of  water  released  at  TVA  dams.  This  work  is  part  of  the  Lake  Improvement 
Plan  which  calls  for  incremental  improvements  in  dissolved  oxygen  levels  below  dams.  Public 
benefits:  fisheries  that  support  recreation  and  aquatic  habitat  are  managed  for  sustainable  levels. 

Regional  Forest-Based  Surveys  and  Databases  310 

This  project  maintains,  updates,  and  improves  TVA's  Forest  Resources  and  Forest  Industry 
databases  and  Forest  Management  software.  OVA  has  been  gathering  information  on  the 
Region's  forests  and  forest  industries  since  1 937,  which  constitutes  the  longest  standing 
database  of  its  kind.  The  project  allows  TVA  to  document  trends  and  provide  timely,  and  precise 
technical  information  to  a  wide  variety  of  customers  at  a  time  when  public  interest  in  and  concem 
about  forest  sustain  ability  is  intense.  Public  benefits:  with  an  accurate  data  base  spanning  the 
rotation  cycles  of  native  timber  stands,  the  public  and  TVA  can  make  decisions  that  sustain 
economic  development. 

Logger    Education  ^^ 

Because  the  vast  majority  of  forest  lands  logged  in  the  Southeast  are  in  private  ownership  and 
small  acreage's,  educating  loggers  about  environmentally  responsible  logging  practices  is  the 
cheapest  and  most  effective  way  of  sustaining  the  region's  uniquely  diverse  forest  ecosystems. 
Regional  forest  lands,  public  and  private,  produce  over  25  percent  of  the  nation's  lumber,  over  40 
percent  of  the  hardwood,  450,000  jobs  for  the  region,  and  $50  billion  in  product  value  annually. 
Public  benefit:  water  quality  is  improved  when  upland  logging  practices  are  improved,  contributing 
to  the  sustain  ability  of  watershed  health  without  loss  of  economic  value. 

Land  and  Facility  Administration  1    |792 

and 

Water  and  Land  Administration  514 

These  funds  support  labor  intensive  management  of  TVA  reservoirs  and  250,000  acres  of 
reservoir  lands.  Eleven  Resen/oir  Land  f^^anagement  Teams  -  one  in  each  watershed  -  work  with 
developers,  community  leaders  and  lakeside  property  owners  on  protection  standards  and 
development  altematives  that  meet  both  environmental  and  developmental  needs.  Once  the 
new  Shoreline  Management  Policy  is  finalized,  these  teams  will  introduce  and  enforce  the  new 
policies.  Public  benefits:  developers  and  communities  invest  in  residential  and  light  industrial 
projects  that  protect  wetlands,  critical  habitat  and  water  quality  without  forfeiting  sustainable 
economic  growth  and  community  stability;  convenient,  community-based  management  of 
community  land  and  water  resources. 

Total  To~922 


Page? 


302 

Land  Between  The  Lakes  (LBL) 

Projects  for  FY  1996  $000's 

Campground  Operations  1  257 

The  purpose  of  this  program  is  to  support  the  planning,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  LBL's  full-service  and 
basic  service  campgrounds  to  meet  the  camping  needs  of  388,000  visits  from  families  and  groups  who 
come  primarily  to  camp,  sightseeing,  fish,  and  hunt.   Facilities  include  campgrounds  which  have  a  combined 
total  of  1 ,100  camping  sites  in  addition  to  backcountry  camping. 

Day-Use  Services  1  335 

The  purpose  of  this  program  is  to  support  the  planning,  operations,  and  maintenance  of  LBL's  day-use  facili- 
ties and  programs  for  2.5  million  annual  visits  from  families,  schools,  and  groups  or  individuals  seeking  out- 
door recreation  and  environmental  education  experiences  including  hunting,  hiking,  biking,  fishing,  tours, 
recreation  rentals,  sightseeing,  wildlife  viewing,  nature  and  history  studies.    TVA  is  responsible  for  manage- 
ment of  LBL  as  a  national  recreation  area  providing  public  access  to  the  land  and  adjacent  lakes  and  meeting 
public  demands  for  recreational  educational  services. 

Resident  Centers  445 

The  purpose  of  this  program  is  the  continued  operation  of  LBL's  Brandon  Spring  Resident  Center  and  leasing 
of  Youth  Station  Resident  Center  to  a  suitable  partner.  The  two  facilities  will  provide  resident  environmental 
education  and  recreation  expenences  for  250  groups  totaling  over  1 1 ,000  children.  The  revenue  from  this 
program  allows  TVA  to  continue  development  of  LBL  as  a  recreation  and  environmental  education  asset 
which  stimulates  economic  growrth  in  the  region. 

LBL  Resource  Stewardship  626 

LBL's  natural  resource  management  includes  both  the  manipulation  and  presen/ation  of  selected  components 
of  ecosystems  and  associated  species.   Environmental  components  that  are  managed  are  forests,  open 
lands,  wildlife,  and  water  Activities  include  timber  harvesting,  contract  farming,  maintaining  Biosphere 
Reserve  Core  areas,  and  providing  programs  for  both  game  and  non-game  wildlife-related  recreation  experi- 
ences. This  program  provides  for  both  the  continued  economic  development  and  sustained  economic  bene- 
fits to  the  region  of  more  that  400,000  wildlife-related  visits  annually 

Public  Use  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  379 

Development  of  a  public  use  plan  for  LBL  will  reduce  the  need  for  federal  appropriations  for  LBL's  future 
development  and  operation.  The  plan  will  be  prepared  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  to 
ensure  public  involvement  and  the  consideration  of  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives.  This  work  is  essential 
to  meet  Congressional  and  WA  Board  mandates  to  maximize  cost  recovery  in  all  LBL  operations.  This  pro- 
gram provides  T\/A  an  opportunity  to  showcase  LBL  as  a  national  model  of  cost-efficient  operations  for  other 
publicly-managed  lands. 

LBL-Wide  Maintenance  2,078 

Total  6,170 
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Environmental  Research  Center  (ERC) 

Projects  for  FY  1 996  $000's 

Ozone  Mitigation  3,893 

Despite  comprehensive  local,  state,  and  national  regulatory  initiatives  over  the  past  20  years,  ground-level 
ozone  concentrations  continue  to  t)e  a  major  environmental  concern.  This  program  is  organized  around  13 
interrelated  projects  focused  on  quantification  of  emissions,  improved  understanding  of  the  chemical  and 
physical  processes  involved  in  ozone  formation  and  transport,  modeling  the  spatial  and  temporal  patterns  of 
ozone  exposure,  and  the  conversion  of  exposure  estimates  into  impacts  on  key  regional  resources.  All  of 
these  efforts  are  couched  within  larger  national  efforts.  In  the  Tennessee  Valley  ground-level  concentrations 
raise  two  distinct  issues:  {1 )  urban  nonattainment  and  (2)  impacts  to  air  quality  related  values  in  the  Southern 
Appalachians. 

Bioremediation  of  PCB's  2,482 

Through  this  program,  technologies  will  be  developed  for  bioremediating  soils,  water,  sediments,  and  mixed 
matrices  typical  of  constructed  sites  that  are  contaminated  with  PCB's,  PAHs,  and  mineral  oil.  Development 
of  bioremediation  technologies  will  involve  the  principles  of  biostimulating  native  microbial  pollution  to  degrade 
contaminants,  or  where  necessary,  bioaugmentation  with  superior  native  microbial  populations  to  degrade 
contaminants.  The  final  product  of  the  research  will  be  technologies  for  the  destruction  of  PCB's,  PAHs,  and 
mineral  oil  at  a  lower  cost  than  incineration  or  placement  in  landfills.  A  tailored  collaboration  between  TVA 
and  other  public  and  private  entities  is  now  at  a  stage  where  a  PCB-degrading  recombinant  microbe  will 
soon  be  field-tested.  This  will  be  the  first  use  by  anyone  of  a  recombinant  microbe  for  bioremediation. 

Agricultural  Strategies  in  Watersheds  6,440 

TVA  develops  and  implements  strategies  to  prevent  pollution  and  protect  the  water  quality  of  watersheds. 
These  programs  include:  biological  controls  of  aquatic  plant  pests;  riparian  zone  restoration  and  manage- 
ment; waste  utilization;  sustainability  of  restored  lands;  water  quality  risk  assessments;  and  biological  controls 
of  aquatic  plant  pests.  National  policy  and  regulations  are  shifting  towards  a  watershed  approach  to  both 
point  and  nonpoint  source  pollution  control.  TVA  is  uniquely  positioned  to  develop  solutions  to  this  problem 
through  the  multi-disciplinary  expertise  contained  in  its  own  organizations. 

Air  Toxics  Control  496 

This  program  perfonns  environmental  research  on  air  and  water  pollution,  toxic  and  hazardous  pollutants, 
power  production,  environmental  controls,  environmental  regulations,  public  health,  risk  assessments, 
sampling,  and  analysis  technology.  This  program  is  divided  into  two  focused  research  areas:  (1)  Plume 
Toxics  which  assesses  the  magnitude  and  significance  of  toxic  emissions  from  TVA  fossil  plants;  and  (2) 
AirAA/ater  Toxics  which  is  focused  on  developing  a  holistic  understanding  of  the  transport  and  fate  of 
toxic  air  pollutants. 

TVA  operations  are  a  significant  source  of  toxic  air  pollution  within  and  outside  the  Valley  Also,  TVA's  electri- 
cal distribution  system,  through  its  past  use  of  PCB-containing  transformer  oils,  remains  a  loosely  defined  but 
significant  source  of  air,  water,  and  soil  contamination.  A  portion  of  this  program  is  funded  through  TVA 
Power  Program  revenues. 
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Biomass  Research  and  Development  824 

and 

Biomass  Commercialization  1 ,1 62 

This  program  Involves  the  development  and  introduction  of  technology  for  environmentally  sound,  cost-effec- 
tive alternatives  to  current  disposal  methods  for  biomass  wastes.  Technologies  Involve  production  of  power, 
liquid  fuels,  and  chemicals  from  wood,  forestry,  agricultural,  and  municipal  wastes.  Biomass  refinery  process- 
es are  researched,  developed,  and  evaluated  for  technical  and  economic  feasibility.  Testing  occurs  at 
laboratory,  pilot-plant,  and  demonstration  scales. 

Bioreactor  Technology  369 

The  purpose  of  this  program  Is  to  research,  develop,  and  apply  economical  bioreactor  systems  to  Industrial 
waste  management  and  contaminated  site  remediation;  develop  biofilter  technology  for  the  remediation  of 
hazardous  compounds  recognized  by  the  1990  amendments  to  the  Clean  Air  Act;  and  utilize  design  parame- 
ters from  bench  and  pilot  tests  for  design  of  demonstration  and  industnal-scale  processes. 

Resource  Conservation  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  Projects  6,933 

This  multi-year  project  to  identify,  categorize,  and  remediate  chemical  contamination  at  ERC  resulting  from 
more  fifty  years  of  Industrial  chemical  plant  operations  Is  nearing  Its  half-way  point.  Fifty-three  sites  have 
been  Investigated  for  contamination.  Approximately  40  of  these  sites  will  require  further  analysis  to  determine 
the  level  of  remedial  action  required.  Risk  assessments  and  corrective  studies  have  begun.  The  initial  phase 
of  this  project  Is  nearing  completion.  It  Involves  cleaning  up  and  disposing  of  surplus  chemicals,  materials, 
and  equipment  as  well  as  demolishing  facilities.  TVA  Is  mandated  by  law  to  conduct  the  RCRA  corrective 
action  project  and  the  environmental  compliance  programs. 

Environmental  Sensors  1 ,387 

This  research  proposes  to  reduce  the  costs  associated  with  the  detection  of  chemicals,  metals,  and  microbi- 
ologics thus  improving  remediation  technology  application  and  process  control  monitoring  for  regulatory  com- 
pliance. Current  sensor  projects  Include:  sensors  to  measure  mercury  In  ftue  gas;  field  validation  of  a  toxicity 
test  for  photoactive  herbicides;  a  monitoring  technology  for  bioreactor  degradation  of  solvents;  and  Improved 
methods  for  assessing  total  and  specific  microbial  populations  during  bloremedlation.  TVA  offers  a  unique 
facility  for  the  demonstration  of  innovative  low-cost  design  technologies  and  has  the  expertise  and  laborato- 
ries to  perform  the  investigations  and  demonstrate  technologies  at  facilities  in  the  Valley 

Wastewater  Remediation/Constructed  Wetlands  924 

The  purpose  of  this  program  is  to  develop  cost  effective  designs  and  operational  guidelines  for  constructed 
wetlands  to  treat  contaminated  industrial  wastestreams.  Results  are  field  tested  and  demonstrated  by  devel- 
oping partnerships  with  other  public  and  private  sector  entitles.  Complying  with  clean  water  mandates  costs 
industry  billions  of  dollars  and  puts  many  Industries  at  risk.  Dunng  the  past  three  years,  TVA  scientists  have 
made  significant  advances  In  the  science  and  technology  of  constructed  wetlands  for  treating  industnal 
wastes,  w^ich  will  lead  to  lower-cost,  "natural"  waste  water  treatment. 

Pollution  Prevention  in  Agriculture  1 ,201 

TVA  is  the  lead  agency  for  66  pollution  prevention  models  in  27  states,  demonstrating  environmental  tech- 
nologies and  measures  to  the  nation's  agncultural  retailers  and  to  those  who  regulate  them.  TVA's  pollution 
prevention  stnjcture  with  retailers  is  used  to  develop,  test,  and  demonstrate  site  remediation,  wetlands  tech- 
nology buffer  zones,  environmental  sensors  and  bloremedlation  for  agncultural  and  related  Industrial  wastes 
TVA  has  a  unique  and  well-established  relationship  with  agncultural  retailers  and  trade  associations  through- 
out the  nation. 
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Poultry  Litter  Utilization  924 

TVA  studies  ways  to  economically  use  and  add  value  to  poultry  by-products  tlirough  environmentally  safe 
approaches.  TVA  also  is  converting  litter  to  forms  for  land/plant  uses,  such  as  composting,  soil  amend- 
ments, potting  mixes,  organic  fertilizers,  animal  feed  uses,  and  industrial  fuel  uses.  This  program  helps  solve 
a  national  problem  with  a  significant  regional  impact.  The  poultry  industry  is  important  to  the  economic  base 
of  the  TVA  region,  and  nationally  the  poultry  industry  is  a  $30-billion  industry.  This  work  involves  identification 
and  evaluation  of  alternative  utilization  strategies  for  poultry  litter  for  information,  product  development,  prod- 
uct testing,  and  product/technology  transfer 

Risk  Assessments  740 

Health-based  risk  assessments  (HBRA)  are  performed  as  a  service  to  business  in  characterizing  site  remedia- 
tions  and  in  the  area  of  research  in  developing  new  technologies.  Currently  HBRAs  rely  on  existing  data 
based  on  animal  studies  or  stringent  limits  imposed  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  The  HBRA 
business  will  use  toxicological  data  and  statistical  methods  to  provide  a  more  realistic  product  for  site  remedi- 
ations  and  to  introduce  alternative  technologies  to  those  which  currently  exist. 

Weather  Forecasting  Technology  1 85 

Weather  and  climate  are  very  important  factors  affecting  TVA  water  management  decisions  and  electric 
power  supply  marketing,  and  plant  operations.  Reducing  uncertainty  in  weather  forecasting  will  allow  more 
accurate  planning  to  meet  power  demand,  operate  reservoirs  for  flood  control,  and  predict  transport  from 
accidental  releases.  The  work  affected  by  this  program:  weather  forecasting:  forecast  models:  hydrosystem 
operation;  flood  control;  hydropower;  electricity  generation;  and  thermal  compliance.  A  portion  of  this  pro- 
gram is  funded  through  TVA  Power  Program  revenues. 

Industrial  Wastes  1 ,1 1 1 

The  purpose  of  this  program  is  to  evaluate  scaleup  and  demonstration  technologies  that  have  gone  through 
proof-of-concept  in  academic  and  other  labs;  develop  separation  technologies  for  industnal  and  municipal 
effluents:  evaluate  and  parameterize  process  simulation  models  for  waste  reduction:  and  serve  as  a  resource 
on  technology  alternatives  for  environmental  compliance. 

Global  Clinnate  Change  and  Sustainable  Development  1,474 

and 

Greenhouse  Gas  Mitigation  1 ,737 

This  program  uses  an  integrated  resource  management  and  orotection  framework  to:  develop  bioenergy 
cropping  system  strategies,  technologies,  and  practices  which  provide  environmentally  and  economically  sus- 
tainable supplies  of  bioenergy  for  electric  power  production:  align  these  activities  with  other  TVA  strategies 
that  mitigate  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  associated  adverse  global  climate  changes,  and  which  at  the 
same  time  improve  water  quality,  reduce  soil  erosion,  and  stimulate  economic  and  rural  development  where 
bioenergy  crops  are  grown.  The  solutions  developed  by  this  program  are  transferred  nationally 


Total  .  32,282 
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Business  Development 

Projects  for  FY  1996  ^  $000's 


Tennessee  Urban  League  Skills  Center  1,051 

Through  this  program,  TVA  partners  with  the  Nationa)  Urban  League  Affiliates  in  Tennessee  to  provide  com- 
puter assisted,  self-directed  learning  systems  that  are  used  to  assess  work  skills  and  provide  training  for 
economically  disadvantaged  people.  This  program  reaches  an  underserved  population  that  is  often  the  most 
difficult  segment  of  the  population  to  engage  in  training — unemployeed  and  underemployed  adults  from 
disadvantages  communities 

Job  Training  Partnership  Act  (JTPA)  Welder  Craft  Training  Program  1,195 

In  cooperation  with  Alatjama  Department  of  Economic  and  Community  Affairs,  the  Plumbers  and  Steamfitters 
Union  Local  760  in  Muscle  Shoals,  Alabama,  and  the  Iron  Workers  Union  Local  477  in  Sheffield,  Alabama, 
TVA  is  operating  a  welding  training  program  for  displaced  workers.  TVA  coordinates  the  training  activities  arx) 
employs  the  trainers.  The  funds  are  used  to  provide  trainers,  coordinate  training  activities,  and  replace  obso- 
lete equipment.  The  program  has  trained  about  800  qualified  welders,  moving  them  ft-om  unemployment  rolls 
to  payrolls  by  equipping  them  with  a  marketable  skill  that  is  in  demand. 

Waste  Reduction  Assessment  and  Technology  Transfer  (WRATT)  1 ,991 

A  national  model  developed  by  TVA,  this  program  helps  industries  increase  efficiency  arxJ  save  rrraney  by 
reducing  waste  at  the  source.  Waste  management  is  the  second  highest  cost  for  American  industry,  often 
exceeding  labor  cost.  By  using  this  model,  industries  have  saved,  on  the  average,  $90,000  a  year  per  facility. 
Since  its  devetopment,  the  program  has  been  incorporated  by  vraste  reduction  efforts  in  Alabama,  Rorida, 
Georgia,  Iowa,  Kentucky,  Michigan,  Mississippi,  New  Hampshire,  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina,  Tennessee, 
and  Vermont.  Also,  the  city  of  Los  Angeles,  California,  has  begun  to  use  this  model,  and  other  states,  such 
as  Pennsylvania,  and  even  Canadian  provinces  are  exploring  this  waste  reduction  strategy. 

Small  Business  Incubator  Network  3,584 

Through  this  program,  TVA  serves  as  lead  organization  in  a  network  that  helps  communities  grow  their  own 
jobs  through  entrepreneurial  development,  particularly  in  economically  distressed  areas.  In  the  last  five  years, 
more  than  $5  million  in  additional  investments  have  been  made  and  more  than  700  jobs  have  been  created. 
TVA  plans  to  leverage  other  economic  devetopment  financial  resources  at  a  minimum  ratio  of  3  to  1 . 


Total  7,821 
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Community  Development 

Projects  for  FY  1 996  $000's 

Morgan  Square  Tourism  Project  996 

This  project  is  part  of  an  economic  development  strategy  to  attract  tourism  to  the  region  by  helping  to  reno- 
vate a  downtovi/n  historic  district  in  Greeneville,  Tennessee.  To  date,  the  economic  development  strategy  in 
this  area  has  attracted  four  new  industries,  which  created  500  new  jobs.  TVA  funding  for  this  project  is  part  of 
a  joint  public/private  venture  that  combines  $10  million  in  federal,  state  and  local  public  and  private  funding. 

Four  River  Counties,  Kentucky  1 99 

TVA  is  helping  four  rural  communities  in  Kentucl<y  develop  and  support  an  economic  development  organiza- 
tion to  promote  the  development  of  their  region.  The  counties  border  the  Mississippi  River  between  Paducah, 
Kentucky,  and  the  Tennessee  state  line.  Through  this  program,  TVA  funding  will  establish  wori<er 
training/retraining  programs,  promote  entrepreneurial  and  small  business  development  projects,  expand  local 
industry,  and  develop  local  leadership  programs.  Public  and  private  funds  have  been  leveraged  to  support 
this  effort. 

Quality  Communities  844 

This  program  will  enable  1 6  rural  communities  to  develop  and  implement  economic  development  strategies 
that  will  promote  prosperity  and  community  improvement.  Funding  will  help  WA  conduct  four  regional-level 
training  wort<shops  for  these  communities  and  will  provide  some  seed  money  to  each  participating  community. 
This  program  represents  a  new  process  that  enables  TVA  to  reach  more  communities,  to  concentrate  its  limit- 
ed resources,  and  to  better  track  results.  Qualities  is  a  regional  approach  and  national  model  for  planning  and 
implementing  economic  development  programs  on  rural  communities. 

Tourism  Development  and  Marketing  Plans  1 99 

Through  this  program,  TVA  will  help  njral  communities  assess  their  tourism  resources  and  develop  effective 
marketing  strategies.  TVA  will  use  funding  to  sponsor  tounsm  development  workshops  throughout  the 
Tennessee  Valley  TVA  will  help  up  to  14  of  these  communities  or  groups  of  communities  develop  community- 
wide  tounsm  development  plans  and  associated  mari<eting  tools.  TVA  funds  viflll  be  used  as  matching  funds 
to  help  defray  the  cost  of  developing  local  or  regional  plans  and  marketing  materials. 

Tourism  Impact  Studies  398 

Under  this  project,  TVA  would  help  diversify  njral  economies  by  establishing  new  tourism -oriented  businesses. 
TVA  will  use  funding  to  conduct  site  development  and  economic  impact  analysis  for  up  to  ten  tourism-orient- 
ed facilities  on  specific  sites  in  ten  njral  communities. 

Minority  Economic  Development  152 

Neariy  34%  of  the  African-Amencan  population  (98%  of  minorities  in  Tennessee  Valley  region)  live  below  the 
poverty  level,  compared  with  13%  of  the  majority  population.  TVA  will  help  support  eight  to  ten  Minority 
Enterprise  Development  weeks  in  the  Tennessee  Valley  which  w\\\  provide  economic  development  opportuni- 
ties to  minority  entrepreneurs.  Also,  funding  will  be  used  to  design  programs  for  high  school  youth  to  learn 
about  business  development  and  career  opportunities. 


Total  2.788 
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Technology  Development 

Projects  for  FY  1996  $000's 

Electronic  Information  Improvements  2,240 

TVA  will  use  funding  to  develop  computer  systems  so  businesses  and  communities  can  access  TVA's  wide 
assortment  of  economic  development  data  and  information.  TVA  will  partner  with  businesses  and  state/local 
agencies  to  demonstrate  how  such  systems  can  enhance  business  and  job  growth.  Also,  funding  will 
support  the  technology  needs  of  the  Tri-State  Ocoee  Region,  as  part  of  the  Ocoee  1 996  Summer 
Olympics  Project. 

TVA/National  Information  Infrastructure  Internet  398 

This  project  will  help  TVA  provide  its  vynde  assortment  of  economic  development  data  and  information  on  the 
Internet.  Through  Internet,  business  and  communities  will  be  able  to  access  much-needed  information  on 
TVA's  economic  development  data  and  information. 

Business  Media  Training  Center  299 

This  center  is  a  partnering  effort  with  Tennessee  Technological  University  and  helps  provide  small  businesses 
with  affordable  tools  to  enhance  business  growth  and  job  creations.  Funding  is  used  to  provide  hands-on 
training  in  an  assortment  of  current  multimedia  presentation  applications  using  the  latest  computer  software. 
Funding  also  is  used  to  develop  multimedia  presentations  for  TVA's  Economic  Development  programs.  The 
goal  is  to  make  the  center  self-sufficient. 

Waste  Match  498 

Funding  will  be  used  to  develop  a  computer  program  that  matches  waste  producers  and  users  in  the  T^/A 
region  and  will  serve  eventually  as  a  national  model.  This  program  helps  reduce  the  amount  of  unused  waste 
in  the  region  and  helps  businesses  and  industries  iDecome  more  competitive. 

Internet  Business  Demonstrations  199 

Through  this  program,  TVA  will  offer  businesses,  especially  small,  minority,  and  woman-owned  businesses,  an 
opportunity  to  access  and  learn  more  about  the  Internet  system.  Many  businesses  would  find  information  on 
this  network  valuable  yet  do  not  know  how  to  use  it. 


Total  3,634 
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Technical  Services 

Projects  for  FY  1996  $000's 

Tennessee-Tombigbee  Development  396 

Funding  for  this  program  will  help  attract  the  growth  of  businesses,  industries,  recreation,  and  tounsm  along 
the  Tennessee-Tombigbeee  Waterway  and  Tennessee  River  and  will  benefit  economic  development  of  four 
states.  The  program  is  a  partnership  with  TVA,  the  states  of  Alabama,  f^ississippi,  Tennessee,  and  Kentucky, 
and  local  economic  development  organizations.  TVA  provides  both  technical  assistance  and  funding. 

Cooperative  Program  with  Land  Grant  Universities  for  Agri-21  4,129 

Agri-21  focuses  on  the  rapid  adoption  of  economically  viable  and  environmentally  sound  farming  techniques, 
practices,  and  management  systems.  Funding  for  this  program  marks  the  completion  of  the  Agri-21  Farming 
Systems  regionwide  and  the  beginning  of  new  initiatives  to  promote  the  development  of  agribusinesses.  By 
assisting  agribusinesses,  TVA  can  create  jobs,  increase  incomes,  and  expand  opportunities  In  rural  communi- 
ties that  are  dependent  on  production  agriculture. 

Technical  Support  for  Economic  Development  Programs  2,050 

Funding  for  this  area  provides  the  technical  support  for  many  of  the  Economic  Development  programs  listed 
previously.  This  support  includes  economic  impact  studies,  economic  forecasting,  financial  modeling  industnal 
site  development  studies,  and  project  management. 


Total  6,575 
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Wednesday,  March  1,  1995. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

witnesses 

hon.  bruce  babbitt,  secretary,  department  of  the  interior 

daniel  p.  beard,  commissioner,  bureau  of  reclamation 

mary  ann  lawler,  director  of  budget,  department  of  the 
interior 

Mr.  Myers'  Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order.  The  committee  is 
pleased  to  have  Secretary  Babbitt  back  with  us  once  again.  We 
were  commenting  earlier  in  the  hall  that  you  have  been  before  this 
committee  a  great  number  of  years. 

The  Chairman,  Mr.  Bevill,  and  I  have  been  on  the  committee  a 
good  many  years,  but  you  have  been  coming  almost  as  many  years 
as  we  have  been  on  the  committee,  both  as  governor  and  various 
other  capacities.  But  we  welcome  back  the  Secretary  as  Secretary 
of  the  Interior.  Mr.  Secretary,  your  prepared  statement  will  be 
printed  in  the  record,  you  may  proceed  as  you  care. 

Secretary  Babbitt's  Opening  Remarks 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much.  It  is  a 
pleasure  to  be  back  here.  I  see  a  lot  of  familiar  faces  in  the  audi- 
ence from  western  groups  that  we  have  all  been  working  with  for 
a  long  time.  Of  course,  you  and  Mr.  Bevill  are  seemingly  as  eternal 
as  the  reclamation  projects  of  the  West,  myself  included. 

What  I  would  like  to  do  very  briefly  is  review  the  highlights.  I 
have  Dan  Beard  with  me,  and  he  will  be  prepared  to  deal  with  spe- 
cific issues. 

Evolution  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 

As  I  reflect  on  the  16  or  17  years  that  I  have  been  coming  before 
you  and  working  with  this  committee,  I  have  seen  a  continuing 
evolution  of  Reclamation's  role  in  the  West,  and  of  the  shape  and 
size  of  its  budget  and  what  is  essentially  a  transition  from  empha- 
sis on  constructing  the  reclamation  works  to  managing  and  operat- 
ing these  projects  in  an  increasingly  complex  and  contentious  and 
diverse  environment. 

In  the  course  of  this  transition,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has 
evolved  from  undisputably  one  of  the  world's  largest  construction 
companies  to  a  more  diverse  water  management  agency,  which  is 
still  doing  a  substantial  amount  of  construction,  but  increasingly  is 
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in  the  business  of  river  basin  management  with  its  partners,  the 
irrigation  districts  and  the  Western  States. 

Now,  the  budget  that  you  see  this  year,  the  total  of  discretionary 
funding  is  $784  milUon,  represents  a  decrease  of  somewhat  less 
than  $50  million  from  last  year's  budget.  That  decrease,  in  my 
judgment,  does  not  really  reflect,  as  some  would  have  it,  a  diminu- 
tion in  the  importance  of  this  agency  and  its  role.  It  reflects  the 
large  construction  projects  that  are  now  moving  toward  the  end  of 
the  pipeline.  That  phase-down  will  in  some  measure  continue  as 
the  Central  Arizona  Project,  for  example,  comes  to  a  conclusion. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  have  undertaken  to  reconfigure  this  agen- 
cy, reduce  the  number  of  personnel,  and  streamline  the  manage- 
ment. I  must  tell  you  that  in  my  judgment,  Dan  Beard,  the  Direc- 
tor of  the  Bureau,  has  really  done  an  extraordinary  job  of  a  most 
difficult  reinvention  task. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  today  has  1,500  fewer  employees 
than  it  did  two  years  ago.  That  has  been  achieved  largely  through 
downsizing  headquarters  and  regional  offices,  stripping  out  layers 
of  management,  and  pushing  accountability  down  to  the  field  level. 
Dan  has  done  that  in  a  way  that  has  maintained  the  morale  within 
the  Bureau  and  if  anything,  made  it  more  efficient  and  really 
reconfigured  this  agency  with  a  minimum  of  conflict  or  loss  of  mo- 
rale. I  think  his  efforts  stand  as  the  model  of  this  new  age  in  the 
Interior  Department,  and  I  believe  a  model  for  the  entire  Federal 
Government. 

Just  a  few  comments  about  some  of  the  specific  projects  that  I 
would  use  simply  to  illustrate  some  of  these  kinds  of  issues. 

In  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  we  are  working  in  this  transition 
with  California,  Arizona,  Utah,  and  Colorado. 

CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

The  Central  Arizona  Project,  as  it  comes  on  line,  has  had  some 
major  financial  problems,  occasioned  by  the  collapse  of  commodity 
prices  and  a  variety  of  other  factors.  That  project  has  really  had 
some  extraordinarily  difficult  times.  Some  of  the  irrigation  districts 
have  been  driven  into  the  bankruptcy  courts. 

We  have  had  a  team  out  there  under  the  leadership  of  Don 
Glaser  and  Betsy  Rieke  for  the  last  year  and  a  half  in  a  very  in- 
tense negotiation  with  the  Central  Arizona  Water  Conservancy  Dis- 
trict. We  are  on  the  threshold  of  agreement.  It  has  been  very  in- 
tense, complex,  and  difficult,  but  I  think  that  we  are  within  reach. 
That  in  the  next  month  we  will  be  ready  to  come  back  to  the  Con- 
gress to  lay  out  a  refinance  package  that  I  think  deserves  your  con- 
sideration that  is  tough-minded,  realistic,  and  will  put  this  project 
back  on  track. 

CENTRAL  UTAH  PROJECT 

Up  in  Utah,  Congress,  I  think  very  wisely,  moved  toward  con- 
struction of  the  Central  Utah  Project  in  a  new  mode,  by  saying 
that,  in  the  new  West,  the  water  districts  are  capable  of  construct- 
ing the  project  themselves.  So  the  money  has  been  appropriated  di- 
rectly to  my  office  for  subvention  and  subcontracting  to  the  Central 
Utah  Water  Conservancy  District  to  manage  the  construction.  That 
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project  is  moving  well.  There  is  a  $44  million  request  in  this  year's 
budget  to  keep  the  project  moving. 

ANIMAS-LA  PLATA 

In  Colorado  the  Animas-La  Plata  Project  is  moving  toward  a  con- 
struction start.  It  has  been  very  difficult.  This  is  the  last  major  con- 
struction project  authorized  by  the  Congress,  and  it  has  had  to  sail 
through  some  very  choppy  water,  an  enormous  amount  of  litiga- 
tion. I  believe  I  can  say  to  this  committee  that  the  environmental 
compliance  will  be  complete  by  October  of  this  coming  year.  It  is 
our  intention  at  that  point  to  begin  the  construction  by  relocating 
a  major  gas  pipeline  through  the  area. 

I  hope  we  can  stick  to  that.  There  will,  I  think,  almost  predict- 
ably be  more  litigation,  but  I  believe  that  we  have  put  our  very 
best  effort  into  the  environmental  impact  statement  process.  We 
have  devoted  the  resources  of  this  agency  to  carrying  out  the  will 
of  Congress  and  will  continue  to  do  so. 

CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT 

Lastly,  a  word  about  California,  which,  of  course,  does  not  in- 
volve just  the  Colorado  River,  but  also  the  Central  Valley  Project. 
In  the  week  before  Christmas,  we  had,  I  believe,  one  of  the  most 
important  closure  points  in  the  history  of  California  water.  That 
was  the  settlement  of  the  Bay/Delta  controversy  after  negotiations 
of  over  a  year's  duration. 

These  issues  have  divided  California  north  and  south  for  30 
years.  Under  the  leadership  of  Betsy  Rieke  over  the  last  two  years, 
we  have  been  working  with  all  the  parties  in  California.  The  Bu- 
reau of  Reclamation  was  a  major  player  in  that  negotiation  through 
Roger  Patterson,  the  regional  director  in  Sacramento. 

That  settlement,  historic  in  its  scope,  now  opens  the  possibility 
for  kind  of  the  second  generation  of  water  management  issues 
throughout  the  Central  Valley.  This  budget  reflects  our  involve- 
ment in  those  issues.  It  has  a  request  for  a  substantial  modification 
at  Shasta  Dam,  which  is  the  major  storage  reservoir  on  the  north 
side  of  the  Central  Valley  Project,  and  to  modify  that  dam  to  com- 
ply with  the  requirements  for  water  temperature  in  the  salmon 
runs  in  the  Sacramento  River.  There  are  requests  to  carry  out  the 
needs  of  fish  and  wildlife  restoration  in  the  Central  Valley  Project, 
and  a  variety  of  other  things. 

There  will  be  a  fair  amount  of  discussion  and  some  contention 
over  those  issues,  but  I  would  say  to  this  committee  we  should 
place  those  in  the  context  of  a  major  breakthrough — the  Bay/Delta 
settlement  represents  a  real  progress  toward  resolving  these  issues 
in  California. 

Lastly,  I  would  direct  your  attention  to  the  water  conservation 
partnerships  and  the  water  reclamation  reuse.  These  are  relatively 
minor  requests  in  the  context  of  the  entire  budget,  but  they  rep- 
resent, I  think,  a  really  important  direction  for  the  Bureau.  They 
say  to  local  communities  in  areas  that  have  water  problems  "if  you 
are  willing  to  put  up  resources,  we  are  available  in  some  measure 
to  match  those  resources  and  to  get  serious  about  how  it  is  we  do 
wastewater  reclamation,  and  how  it  is  we  become  more  efficient  in 
the  use  of  our  water  supplies." 
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Now,  not  all  but  most  of  those  projects  are  in  Southern  Califor- 
nia, but  I  think,  I  am  certain  they  have  implications  for  the  rest 
of  the  West  and,  indeed,  for  much  of  the  United  States,  which  is 
now  beginning  to  discover  that  water  resources  are  not  limitless. 
We  are  going  to  see  these  kinds  of  issues  all  over  the  country.  The 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  as  a  partner  in  water  management  and 
water  technology,  can,  in  fact,  play  an  important  and  pioneering 
role. 

Now,  with  that  I  would  happily  subject  myself  to  your  tender 
mercies.  At  least,  judging  by  the  past  16  years,  I  may  hopefully 
characterize  them  that  way. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Babbitt  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  BRUCE  BABBITT 

SECRETARY  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BEFORE  THE  HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

MARCH  1, 1995 


I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  you  today  with  Dan  Beard,  the  Commissioner  of  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  in  support  of  the  President's  FY  1996  budget  for 
Reclamation  and  for  implementation  of  the  Central  Utah  Project  Completion  Act. 

As  many  of  you  know.  Reclamation  is  the  largest  supplier  and  manager  of  water  in 
the  17  Western  States,  delivering  30  million  acre  feet  of  water  aimually  for 
agricultural,  municipal,  industrial,  and  domestic  uses.  Many  of  its  projects  also 
provide  flood  control,  power,  recreation,  and  fish  cind  wildlife  benefits.   Facilities 
developed  by  Reclamation  have  contributed  to  sustained  economic  growth  and  an 
enhanced  quality  of  life.   Greater  environmental  awareness,  increased  competition 
for  scarce  water  resources,  and  fiscal  constraints,  however,  now  require  improved 
management  of  existing  facilities  and  protection  of  associated  natural  resources. 

When  I  last  appeared  before  the  Subcommittee,  we  discussed  how  Reclamation's 
mission  might  be  changing  in  response  to  these  and  other  forces.  One  thing  we 
hope  to  accomplish  today  is  leave  you  with  an  understanding  of  how  Reclamation's 
reinvention  efforts  are  proceeding  and  how  these  efforts  are  reflected  in  the  FY  19% 
budget.  We  believe  that  Reclamation  has  the  resources  needed  to  play  a  major  role 
in  meeting  the  challenges  facing  water  resource  managers  in  the  Western  States. 

First,  I  will  briefly  review  the  overall  FY  1996  budget  for  the  Department,  and  then 
touch  on  highlights  of  the  requests  for  Reclcunation  and  the  Central  Utah  Project. 

HIGHLIGHTS  OF  THE  DEPARTMENTS  1996  BUDGET 

In  no  other  country  have  people  made  a  greater  commitment  to  the  conservation  of 
natural  and  cultural  resources  than  in  the  United  States.   That  commitment  is 
reflected  in  the  priority  placed  by  both  the  President  and  the  Congress  on  funding  for 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  —  the  Nation's  premier  conservation  agency.   The 
President's  FY  1996  budget  reflects  a  continuation  of  that  priority. 

The  total  FY  1996  budget  for  the  Department  is  $9.77  billion.  This  includes  $7.56 
billion  in  net  discretionary  budget  authority,  an  increase  of  2.9  percent  over  FY  1995, 
but  only  0.5  percent  more  than  FY  1994.  Between  FY  1994  and  FY  1996,  as  a  result  of 
pay  increases  and  other  uncontrollable  changes,  our  cost  of  doing  business  will  go 
up  by  4.8  percent.  The  modest  increase  we  have  proposed  for  FY  1996  is  targeted  to 
maintaining  our  core  responsibilities  in  the  face  of  these  increasing  costs.  Together 
with  the  redirection  of  resources  from  administrative  overhead  to  operating 
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programs  that  we  are  achieving  through  National  Performance  Review  fl^IPR) 
efforts,  the  FY  1996  budget  will  provide  the  level  of  resources  necessary  to  preserve 
our  National  Parks,  meet  the  commitment  of  the  Federal  Government  to  Native 
Americans,  and  maintain  our  other  land  management  and  science  programs. 

National  Parks  -  The  National  Parks  are  immensely  popular  with  the  American 
public.   Visitation  to  parks  and  recreation  areas  continues  to  grow;  estimated  FY  1996 
park  visitation  will  be  276  million,  the  equivalent  of  one  visit  to  a  National  Park 
during  the  year  by  every  American.  The  budget  responds  to  the  extra  demands  of 
increased  use  by  proposing  an  $80  million  increase  in  the  park  operations  account. 
It  also  includes  a  $15  million  increase  to  implement  the  new  Crime  legislation  with 
increases  for  park  security  and  for  grants  for  security  measures  at  local  parks;  and  $67 
million  for  a  major  effort  to  replace  dilapidated  and  unsightly  trailers  with 
permanent  housing  and  to  repair  or  construct  other  housing. 

Indian  Affairs  -  In  1994,  for  the  first  time  in  history,  a  sitting  President  invited  all 
Indian  tribal  leaders  to  meet  at  the  White  House  to  promote  a  truly  govemment-to- 
government  relationship.   This  was  followed  by  a  "listening  conference"  in  which  I 
participated  vdth  the  Attorney  General  and  other  Cabinet  Secretaries  to  hear  from 
tribal  leaders.  Building  on  the  base  of  these  meetings,  the  FY  1996  budget  for  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (BIA)  strengthens  our  commitment  to  meaningful  self- 
determination.  The  percentage  of  BIA  operating  budget  distributed  on  the  basis  of 
priorities  established  by  Tribes  at  the  local  level  is  proposed  to  increase  from  34 
percent  to  48  percent.   Govemment-vidde,  funding  for  Indian  programs  is  increased 
by  $418  million  in  the  FY  1996  Budget,  including  increases  of  $163  million  for  BIA, 
$98  million  for  the  Indian  Health  Service,  and  $157  million  for  other  agencies. 

Science  Programs  -  The  Department's  budget  continues  to  support  a  strong, 
independent  program  of  scientific  research  to  provide  basic  earth  science,  biological, 
and  minerals  data  for  the  Federal  Goveriunent  and  the  Nation.  The  Department's 
earth  and  biological  scientists  carry  out  their  work  in  non-regulatory  agencies, 
enabling  them  to  provide  objective  input  to  complex  debates  without  raising 
questions  of  motive  or  influence.  The  products  of  these  programs  are  used  to  meike 
informed  decisions  about  the  use  of  our  resources  and  to  protect  the  health  and 
safety  of  our  citizens.  This  work  would  not  be  done  by  the  private  sector.  By 
streamlining  and  redirecting  resources,  we  have  been  able  to  fund  our  highest 
priority  science  programs  within  the  same  level  as  FY  1995. 

Partnerships  -  The  FY  1996  budget  provides  increased  funding  for  a  number  of 
partnerships  where  we  have  successfully  worked  with  States,  local  governments, 
private  groups,  and  other  Federal  agencies.  The  Department's  request  for  the 
President's  Forest  Plan  totals  $79  million,  an  increase  of  $23  million,  while  the  total 
request  for  the  five  Interior  bureaus  involved  in  the  restoration  of  the  fragile 
Everglades  ecosystem  is  $62  million,  an  increase  of  $15  million  over  last  year. 


317 


A  partnership  ir\  which  Reclamation  will  play  an  important  role  is  the  agreement 
signed  in  December  1994  to  protect  the  aquatic  ecosystem  of  San  Francisco  Bay  and 
the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta,  while  providing  greater  reliability  for  urban  and 
agricultural  water  supplies.  The  agreement  is  a  major  step  toward  resolving  water 
issues  caught  in  gridlock  for  more  than  a  decade,  and  has  been  endorsed  by  business, 
urban,  agricultiaral,  and  environmental  groups.   It  also  creates  a  three  year  window 
for  a  joint  Federal/State  effort  to  find  long-term  solutions  to  maintaining  economic 
and  environmental  uses  of  the  Bay/ Delta.   Reclamation's  request  includes  funds  for 
a  number  of  programs  that  will  contribute  to  implementation  of  the  agreement, 
including  $2.5  million  for  its  participation  in  the  effort  to  find  long-term  solutions. 

Reinvention  -  The  FY  1996  budget  reflects  the  Department's  focus  on  three 
management  approaches  -  streamlining,  reengineering,  and  customer  service  -  to 
ensuring  that  the  funding  the  American  people  provide  is  used  as  effidentiy  and 
productively  as  possible.    We  have  been  a  leader  in  the  Admirustration's  initiative 
to  reinvent  Government,  and  I  am  particularly  pleased  with  the  progress  that 
Reclamation  has  made  in  this  regard.  Dan  Beard  will  give  you  some  details  in  his 
opening  remarks. 

As  part  of  the  President's  Reinventing  Government  Initiative,  the  Department  has 
been  conducting  a  top-to-bottom  review  of  its  programs.  This  includes  asking 
wheti^er  program  goals  could  be  better  accomplished  as  well  or  better  without 
Federal  involvement;  looking  for  ways  to  cut  costs  or  improve  performance;  and 
identifying  ways  to  put  customers  first,  cut  red  tape  and  empower  employees.  The 
results  of  this  review  will  be  announced  in  the  near  future. 

1996  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION  BUDGET 

Reclamation's  total  budget  authority  is  estimated  to  be  $842.0  million  in  FY  1996, 
including  a  request  for  $784.3  million  in  current  budget  authority.  This  request  is 
offset  by  discretionary  receipts,  resulting  in  net  discretionary  budget  authority  of 
$746.8  miUion,  a  decrease  of  $44.8  million  from  FY  1995.   The  request  reflects  BOR's 
continuing  shift  in  emphasis  from  water  project  construction  to  water  resources 
management.   As  funding  for  traditional  consti-uction  projects  is  reduced,  funds  for 
efforts  to  improve  water  conservation,  wastewater  reclamation/reuse,  and 
environmental  protection  and  restoration  will  be  provided. 

One  of  Reclamation's  highest  priorities  continues  to  be  providing  adequate  funding 
for  operation  and  maintenance  of  its  existing  facilities.   The  FY  1996  request  for  the 
Operation  and  Maintenance  Program  is  $288.8  million,  an  increase  of  $4.5  million 
over  FY  1995.   In  order  to  minimize  the  need  for  appropriated  funds.  Reclamation  is 
prorhoting  partnerships  with  other  Federal  and  non-Federal  entities.    Reclamation 
also  plans  to  aggressively  pursue  opportunities  for  non-Federal  entities  to  take  over 
operation  and  maintenance  of  and,  where  possible,  tide  to  projects. 
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The  FY  1996  request  for  the  Construction  Program  is  $375.9  million,  a  decrease  of 
$56.8  million  below  FY  1995.   The  decrease  results  in  large  part  from  reduced 
funding  requirements  for  projects  nearing  completion,  but  also  reflects  the  priorities 
of  Reclamation  and  the  Department  in  meeting  their  varied  responsibilities.    The 
request  provides  funds  for  several  large  construction  projects,  including  $122.1 
million  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  and  for  numerous  smaller  projects  and 
programs.   Within  the  request,  fvinds  are  being  used  to  support  a  number  of  priority 
programs.   For  example,  $23.1  million  is  requested  to  continue  Federal  cost-sharing 
for  four  wastewater  reclan\ation/ reuse  projects  in  California.    A  program  to 
implement  water  saving  ideas  through  water  conservation  partnerships  with  non- 
Federal  entities  is  proposed  ($9.0  million).   Another  proposal  would  redefine  the 
Federal  role  in  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  program  with  more  cost- 
effective  options  ($6.0  million).   Funds  are  also  requested  for  several  environmental 
restoration  projects,  including  $15.0  million  for  Columbia /Snake  River  Salmon 
Recovery  and  $8.5  million  for  Colorado  River  Endangered  Species  Recovery. 

The  request  for  the  Loan  Program  in  FY  1996  is  $16.7  million,  an  increase  of  $7.1 
million  over  FY  1995.    The  request  includes  $11.2  million  to  continue  funding  for 
seven  loans  and  to  fund  one  new  loan.   The  request  also  contains  $5.0  million  to 
fund  a  revised  program  that  would  simplify  providing  assistance  for  such  public 
purposes  as  water  conservation,  public  safety,  and  fish  and  wildlife  protection. 

The  FY  1996  budget  includes  a  request  for  $43.6  million  from  the  Central  Valley 
Project  (CVP)  Restoration  Fimd.  Two  thirds  of  the  request  ($29.2  million)  will  be 
used  for  habitat  restoration,  improvement,  and  acquisition  activities.   Most  of  the 
remaining  funds  will  be  used  for  the  recently  awarded  contract  to  construct  the 
Shasta  Dam  Temperature  Control  Device.  TTie  request  for  General  Administrative 
Expenses,  the  appropriation  that  finances  BOR's  central  management  functions,  is 
$50.3  million,  a  decrease  of  $3.7  million  from  FY  1995. 

1996  CENTRAL  UTAH  PROJECT  BUDGET 

The  Central  Utah  Project  Completion  Act  provides  for  completion  of  the  Central 
Utah  Project  (CUP)  by  the  Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District.  The  Act  also 
establishes  the  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation  Commission  and 
provides  for  the  Ute  Indian  Rights  Settlement.  It  also  provides  that  the  Secretary 
may  not  delegate  his  responsibilities  under  the  Act  to  Reclamation.  As  a  result,  this 
request  is  presented  separately. 

The  FY  1996  budget  provides  $44.1  million  for  use  by  the  District,  the  Commission 
and  the  Department  to  implement  Titles  11  -  IV  of  the  Act,  an  increase  of  $4.0 
million  over  FY  1995.   The  request  includes  $18.9  million  for  the  District  to  continue 
construction  of  the  Diamond  Fork  System;  complete  preconstruction  work  on  the 
Spanish  Fork  Canyon/Nephi  Irrigation  System;  complete  planning  studies  on  the 
Uintah  and  Upalco  Units;  and  initiate  implementation  of  water  conservation 
projects  and  groundwater  recharge  and  conjunctive  use  programs. 
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The  request  also  provides  $18.5  million  for  use  by  the  Commission  for  fish,  wildlife, 
and  recreation  mitigation  and  conservation  projects  authorized  in  Title  HI  of  the 
Act,  and  for  completing  other  mitigation  measures  identified  in  Reclamation 
plarming  documents.   Finally,  the  request  includes  funds  for  the  Federcil 
contribution  to  the  principal  of  the  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation 
Account  ($5.0  million);  for  mitigation  and  conservation  projects  outside  the  State  of 
Utah  ($0.5  million);  and  for  program  administration  ($1.2  million). 

In  addition  to  the  request  described  above.  Reclamation's  budget  includes  $13.6 
million  to  complete  certain  features  of  the  CUP,  and  $25.0  million  is  included  in  the 
BIA  budget  for  the  Ute  Indian  Rights  Setttement.' 


»  »  »  »  » 


In  conclusion,  I  believe  we  have  submitted  a  good  budget  that  reflects  the  need  to 
streamline  and  make  Government  more  efficient,  while  still  meeting  the  varied, 
national  responsibilities  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior.   I  look  forward  to 
working  with  you  to  meet  these  respor\sibilities. 

This  concludes  my  prepared  statement.  I  will  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions. 


90-067    0—95 11 
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SECRETARY  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BRUCE  BABBirr 


Bruce  Babbitt  was  sworn  in  as  47th 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  January  22, 
1993.  Babbitt  was  Governor  of  Arizona 
for  nine  years,  1978-1987,  and  Attorney 
General  of  Arizona,  1975-1978.  In  1988  he 
was  a  candidate  for  the  Democratic  Party 
nomination  for  President. 

Born  June  27,  1938,  Babbitt  grew 
up  in  Flagstaff,  Arizona,  where  his  family 
pioneered  a  ranching  and  trading 

business  in  the  1880s.  After  graduating  from  the  University  of  Notre  Dame,  where  he 
was  Student  Body  President,  he  received  a  master's  degree  in  geophysics  from  the 
University  of  Newcastle  in  England  which  he  attended  as  a  Marshall  Scholar.  He 
graduated  from  Harvard  Law  School  in  1965. 

Babbitt,  who  was  in  the  private  practice  of  law  at  the  time  of  his  nomination  to 
be  Interior  Secretary,  also  was  national  president  of  the  non-partisan,  non-profit 
League  of  Conservation  Voters. 

In  1978  he  served  as  a  member  of  the  Presidential  Commission  to  investigate 
the  nuclear  accident  at  Three  Mile  Island.  He  was  a  founding  member  of  the 
Democratic  Leadership  Council  and  served  as  chairman  of  The  Democratic  Governors 
Association  in  1985.  He  has  been  a  member  of  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  and  was  a  member  of  the  Council  on  Foreign  Relations, 
and  the  Grand  Canyon  Trust. 

Described  by  the  Almanac  of  American  Politics  as  one  of  America's  "most 
original"  governors,  his  advocacy  led  to  passage  of  a  nationally  acclaimed  state 
water  management  code  in  1980,  and  in  1986  of  a  water  quality  act  described  by  the 
Los  Angeles  Times  as  perhaps  "the  nation's  toughest  law  to  protect  underground 
water." 

Babbitt's  wife,  Harriet,  also  an  attorney,  has  been  appointed  Ambassador  to  the 
Organization  of  American  States.  They  have  two  children,  Christopher  and  T.J. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Beard,  do  you  have  a  statement  that  you  would 
like  to  make  at  this  time? 

Mr.  Beard's  Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Beard.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  submitted  my  testimony 
for  the  record.  I  think  in  the  interest  of  time,  there  is  no  reason 
to  go  through  it  in  detail.  I  would  like  to  highlight  several  things, 
and  I  hope  not  to  repeat  what  the  Secretary  has  highlighted.  I 
think  it  is  important  for  the  subcommittee  to  recognize — and  the 
thing  I  am  most  proud  of  is — that  we  have  submitted  a  budget 
which  is  under  last  year's  funding  level. 

These  are  tight  budget  times  and  I  think  that  all  agencies  have 
to  make  a  contribution,  and  I  am  proud  that  we  have.  I  am  equally 
proud  of  the  fact  that  we  are  able,  even  though  we  have  reduced 
the  budget,  to  include  some  new  initiatives,  some  new  directions  for 
the  Bureau. 

WATER  CONSERVATION 

The  Secretary  mentioned  wastewater  reclamation  and  reuse 
projects.  We  are  continuing  the  projects  that  were  initiated  last 
year.  We  are  also  requesting  funds  to  initiate  a  water  conservation 
challenge  partnership  program.  Too  often  in  the  past,  the  Federal 
Government  has  come  in  and  said  that  we  have  the  answer,  do  it 
this  way. 

I  would  rather  rely  on  local  initiative  and  the  good  ideas  that  are 
out  there  in  local  communities  and  local  irrigation  districts  and 
water  districts,  for  solutions  to  problems  that  are  unique  to  their 
areas. 

I  really  think  this  is  an  important  new  direction  for  our  program. 
We  have  included,  in  our  judgment,  sufficient  funding  to  continue 
the  work  to  implement  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement 
Act.  It  was  not  easy,  given  these  tight  budget  times.  We  have  also 
included  funds  in  the  amount  of  $5  million  to  initiate  a  new  direc- 
tion for  the  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act,  Loan  Program.  We 
hope  to  be  able  to  work  with  the  authorizing  committee  and  the 
Appropriations  Committees  to  enable  us  to  initiate  much  smaller 
loans,  more  quickly  with  less  paperwork. 

In  many  cases,  it  has  taken  four  or  five  years  to  get  the  paper- 
work through  because  of  all  the  hoops  that  have  been  set  up  over 
the  years.  We  want  to  strip  those  down  and  be  able  to  have  a  rapid 
turnaround  so  that  districts  can  come  in  and  say  that  they  have 
the  following  problem.  We  have  a  legitimate  need  for  assistance, 
and  they  can  get  a  rapid  response  rather  than  get  dragged  out 
through  the  process  for  five  years. 

COLORADO  RIVER  SALINITY  CONTROL  PROGRAM 

We  have  also  included  a  funding  request  for  a  new  direction  in 
the  Salinity  Control  Program  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  and  we 
have  nearly  doubled  our  dam  safety  funding.  There  are  two  major 
projects  under  way  that  are  very  important.  One  is  Twin  Buttes 
Dam  in  San  Angelo,  Texas;  the  other  is  Ochoco  Dam  in  Oregon. 
Both  are  high  priorities  in  terms  of  resolving  those  problems,  and 
we  want  to  make  sure  that  they  are  resolved. 
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BONNEVILLE  POWER  ADMNISTRATION 

I  would  also  mention  that  we  are  continuing  our  partnership 
with  the  Bonneville  Power  Administration.  This  is  a  very  impor- 
tant initiative  for  which  we  are  requesting  about  $20  million.  Bon- 
neville Power  and  Reclamation  are  identifying  ways  in  which  we 
can  increase  the  generating  capacity  and  power  output  of  our  tur- 
bines in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  Bonneville  Power  is  funding  these 
directly.  It  has  enabled  us  to  cut  the  amount  of  time  required  to 
move  these  projects  from  the  idea  stage  through  to  funding,  and  ac- 
tually let  the  contracts,  from  somewhere  near  six  years  down  to 
about  six  months.  So  it  is  a  very  streamlined  process,  and  I  think 
the  taxpayers  are  getting  a  major  break. 

NEW  ACCOUNT  STRUCTURE 

Finally,  I  would  say  that  with  the  passage  of  legislation  dealing 
with  changes  in  Federal  financed  accounting  systems,  we  are  going 
to  be  working  with  your  staff  to  propose  a  new  account  structure, 
which  we  feel  provides  us  with  the  ability  to  be  able  to  respond  to 
recent  legislation  passed  by  the  Congress. 

We  have  submitted  Reclamation's  Fiscal  Year  1996  budget.  We 
have  prepared  the  budget  in  both  the  old  account  structure  and  the 
new  account  structure,  and  we  intend  to  work  with  the  staff  over 
the  next  year  or  so  to  make  sure  that  we  can  meet  your  needs  so 
that  it  is  intelligible  for  your  purposes.  So  with  that,  I  would  be 
happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Beard  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT 

OF 

THE  HONORABLE  DANIEL  P.  BEARD 

.  COMMISSIONER  OF  RECLAMATION 

BEFORE  THE 

HOUSE  APPROPRIATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

MARCH  1,  1995 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  my  name  is 
Daniel  P.  Beard,  and  I  am  the  Commissioner  of  Reclamation.   I 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  Subcommittee  this . 
morning  to  discuss  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  fiscal  year  1996 
budget  request. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  was  established  in  1902  to  develop  and 
manage  water  and  related  resources  in  the  Western  United  States. 
Today,  Reclamation  delivers  30  million  acre-feet  of  irrigation 
and  municipal  and  industrial  water  to  more  than  28  million 
people,  and  is  the  largest  wholesaler  of  water  in  the  United 
States.   Reclamation  also  operates  52  powerplants  generating 
48.0  billion  kilowatt  hours  of  electrical  energy,  making  it  the 
sixth  largest  electric  power  producer  in  the  West. 

Although  traditionally  viewed  as  a  civil  works  agency,  the 
development  stage  of  Reclamation's  mission  is  nearing  completion. 
Reclamation's  focus  as  an  agency  is  shifting  to  enhanced  water 
resources  management. 

Reclamation  today  is  a  leaner,  more  efficient  organization  than 
it  was  just  two  years  ago.   We  have  reduced  our  work  force  by 
1,524  positions  since  May  1993,  and  have  adopted  a  new 
organizational  structure  designed  to  empower  front-line 
employees. 

This  transformation  from  a  civil  works  agency  into  a  water 
resources  management  agency  is  still  in  progress.   Yet  this 
change  is  absolutely  necessary  in  order  to  respond  to  the 
challenges  of  supplying  water  to  an  increasing  population  while 
meeting  more  diverse  water  needs.   Reclamation  programs  have 
evolved  from  emphasizing  delivery  of  irrigation  water  to  include 
a  broad  range  of  other  uses,  including  urban  needs,  Indian  self- 
sufficiency,  fish  and  wildlife  protection,  endangered  species 
recovery,  environmental  restoration,  and  recreation. 

As  you  know,  the  President's  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  1996  Budget  request 
for  our  agency  is  $804  million.   At  the  same  time,  as  part  of  the 
President's  Reinventing  Government  Initiative,  all  Federal 
agencies  are  reexamining  their  mission.   This  includes: 
addressing  the  mission  based  on  "customer"  input;  asking  whether 
the  mission  could  be  accomplished  as  well  or  better  without 
Federal  involvement;  looking  for  ways  to  cut  costs  or  improve 
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performance  through  competition;  and  ways  to  put  customers  first, 
cut  red  tape,  and  empower  employees.   We  are  actively 
participating  in  this  effort  and  will  be  keeping  the  Subcommittee 
fully  apprised  of  our  review. 

Reclamation's  FY  1996  Budget  request  reflects  the  transition  that 
has  already  begun  in  our  mission.   The  total  budget  is  $804 
million,  or  $45  million  below  the  comparable  figure  for  FY  19-95. 
The  request  for  net  current  budget  authority  is  $747  million, 
compared  to  $792  million  enacted  by  Congress  for  FY  1995. 

This  budget  request  is  the  result  of  months  of  deliberation, 
difficult  decisions,  and  the  administrative  streamlining 
necessary  in  this  time  of  fiscal  constraint.   Reclamation  is 
placing  more  emphasis  on  enhancing  and  protecting  the  environment 
and  stretching  water  resources  through  water  reclamation,  reuse, 
voluntary  water  transfers,  and  conservation.    Even  though  the 
Bureau  has  moved  away  from  construction  of  large  projects,  some 
construction  work  remains  in  order  to  complete  ongoing  projects 
and  begin  repayment  to  the  Treasury  by  project  beneficiaries. 

Reclamation  is  streamlining  its  operations  and  using  partnerships 
to  achieve  this  fundamental  change  to  a  water  resources 
management  agency.   Reclamation  is  transforming  itself  from  a 
slow  moving  construction  agency  requiring  a  large  Federal  budget 
into  an  efficient,  low-cost  problem  solver. 

STREAMLINING 

Reclamation  has  spent  the  past  18  months  working  hard  to  empower 
its  employees,  eliminate  unnecessary  practices,  and  make 
Reclamation  an  exciting  place  to  work.   For  example,  Reclamation 
has: 

**   Obtained  shorter  delivery  time  for  services  by  reengineering 
operations.   For  example,  we  have  reduced  the  evaluation 
time  for  dam  safety  checks  from  5  to  2  years. 

**   Reduced  its  workforce  by  19  percent  since  May  1993,  so  there 
are  now  1,524  fewer  employees. 

**    Approved  "buyout"  requests  from  several  hundred  employees 
who  will  leave  over  the  next  two  years. 

**  _  Restructured  35  project  offices  into  26  Area  Offices.   We 
have  also  downsized  the  regional  offices  and  abolished  the 
Denver  headquarters  concept. 

**   Eliminated  at  least  two  layers  of  management  and  implemented 
a  three-fold  customer  service  strategy. 

**   Abolished  seven  of  the  highest  positions  in  the 

organization,  replacing  those  positions  with  three  positions 
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reporting  directly  to  the  Commissioner. 

PARTNERSHIPS 

Reclamation  has  formed  new  partnerships  and  enhanced  existing 
partnership  arrangements  in  order  to  carry  out  its  mission  more 
effectively,  and  at  a  lower  cost  to  the  taxpayers.   Examples  of 
these  partnerships  include: 

**   Working  together  with  customers  to  assist  in  implementing 
water  efficiency  improvements;  expanding  the  customer  base 
to  include  non-irrigation  customers  such  as  rural  and  urban 
water  users,  Native  Americans,  environmentalists,  and 
recreationists;  implementing  management  reforms  to  reduce 
the  unit  cost  for  the  customer  and  lessen  the  burden  on 
taxpayers;  and  establishing  customer  service  standards  to 
ensure  customer  satisfaction. 

**   Working  with  other  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies  and 
Indian  Tribes  to  restore  and  protect  native  and  endangered 
species  and  their  habitat  on:   the  Columbia  and  Snake  Rivers 
in  the  Pacific  Northwest;  the  Colorado  River  basin;  the 
Platte  River  basin;  and  the  rivers  of  California's  coast  and 
its  Central  Valley. 

**   Forming  partnerships  with  districts  or  groups  of  districts 
serving  agricultural  and/or  municipal  and  industrial 
customers . 

**   Considering  Reclamation  employees  as  full  partners  in  the 
success  of  the  organization.   Employees  suggested  the 
changes  that  led  to  the  reinvention  of  Reclamation. 
Employees  have  also  prepared  a  draft  alternative  budget 
structure  to  portray  more  effectively  the  programs  of 
Reclamation. 

**   Developing  performance  measures  consistent  with  the 
Government  Performance  and  Results  Act  of  1993. 

**   Implementing  the  Indian  Self-Governance  program  by 

identifying  projects/programs  to  be  operated  by  Indian 
Tribes. 

**   Leveraging  Federal  dollars  by  joining  with  the  National  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Foundation,  Trout  Unlimited,  America  Outdoors, 
Bass  Angler  Sportsman  Society,  and  other  private  and  public 
organizations  to  conserve  scarce  natural  resources. 


** 


Participating  in  the  Corporation  for  National  and  Community 
Service  program,  known  as  AmeriCorps,  to  provide 
environmental  resources  training  and  education. 

These  streamlining  efforts  and  partnership  agreements  have 
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allowed  Reclamation  employees  to  alter  the  way  we  do  business, 
and  the  way  we  interact  with  all  of  our  customers.   Through 
aggressively  pursuing  these  kinds  of  changes.  Reclamation  will  be 
able  to  continue  its  leadership  role  in  water  management  at  less 
cost  to  both  the  taxpayers  and  to  water  users  who  contract  with 
us. 

Now,  I  would  like  to  focus  on  certain  aspects  of  Reclamation's 
FY  1996  Budget  request. 

Operation  and  Maintenance 

Protection  of  the  infrastructure,  the  conservation  of  natural 
resources,  the  delivery  of  water  and  power  benefits,  and  the 
collection  of  revenues  remain  our  highest  priorities.   The 
$288.8  ipillion  request  funds  the  operation  of  36  projects  and  the 
administration  of  13  associated  programs.   In  FY  1996,  several 
new  facilities  will  be  added  to  the  O&M  program. 

With  respect  to  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Yuma 
Desalting  Plant  in  Arizona,  water  storage  in  the  Colorado  River 
is  adequate  to  meet  Mexico  treaty  requirements  for  salinity 
levels  for  the  next  several  years  without  operating  the  plant. 
Reclamation  is  taking  advantage  of  this  opportunity  to  review  the 
future  of  the  ,XJ4a!ift.^.P.esalting  Plant.   However,  funds  of  $6.3 
million  are  required  to  maintain  the  plant  in  ready  reserve 
status . 

Customers  of  the  Bonneville  Power  Administration  will  continue  to 
fund,  with  $19.6  million,  major  replacements  at  powerplants  on 
the  Boise,  Colvinifein.  ^asin.  Hungry  Horse,  and  Minidoka  Projects. 

Construction  Proaraun 

The  $375.9  million  request  provides  for  increased  emphasis  on 
resources  management  and  protection,  and  future  project 
development  will  be  oriented  toward  non-structural  and  non- 
traditional  projects  serving  diverse  customers. 

Funding  of  $23  million  is  requested  to  continue  work  on  four 
water  reclamation  and  reuse  projects  authorized  in  P.L.  102-575, 
the  Reclamation  Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act  of 
1992.   These  are  the  jS<aaJ54bjU^.l„  J?a-§4»,  Los  Angeles  Area,  San 
Diego  Area,  and  San  Jose  Projects.   Protection  and  recovery  of 
endangered  and  native  fish  species  in  the  Columbia,  Snake,  and 
Colorado  Rivers  will  require  $23.7  million.   Projects  in  support 
of  Indian  self-determination  efforts  include  the  Mni  Wiconi  and 
ymati^3.a  projects,  and  several  other  projects  havi^^^S'Strt:!*!'' '  - 
radian  Vdmponents . 

$122  million,  or  32  percent  of  the  request,  is  for  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  (CAP) ,  including  $29  million  for  safety  of  dams 
work.   Notice  of  completion  was  issued  to  the  Central  Arizona 
Water  Conservation  District  (CAWCD) ,  placing  Phase  1  of  the 
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project  into  repayment  effective  October  1,  1993. 

Negotiations  are  underway  between  the  Department  and  CAWCD  on  the 
interpretation  of  the  existing  contractual  repayment  ceiling  and 
on  options  to  cover  remaining  reimbursable  costs.   Resolution  of 
these  issues  is  anticipated  by  June  1995.   Of  the  total  amount  of 
$93  million  for  construction  of  the  CAP,  about  $25  million  is  for 
construction  contracts  which  could  be  delayed  if  ongoing 
negotiations  on  master  repayment  contract  issues  are  not 
concluded  in  a  manner  acceptable  to  the  Secretary. 

Reclamation's  budget  request  assumes  a  substantial  contribution 
from  the  State  of  California  for  the  Shasta  Temperature  Control 
Device  (TCD) .   Installation  of  the  TCD  will  permit  more  power 
generation  at  Shasta  Dam  while  improving  operational  flexibility 
in  order  to  meet  temperature  requirements  for  fisheries 
downstream  in  the  Sacramento  River. 

The  1992  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  (CVPIA)  requires 
that  the  Department  secure  a  State  contribution  of  25  percent  of 
"the  cost  of  the  TCD.   The  State's  share  is  estimated  to  be  $20 
"million.   The  State  committed  to  meeting  its  obligation  by 
signing  the  "Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act,  Sharing  of 
Costs  Agreement  for  Mitigation  Projects  and  Improvement,"  dated 
June  27,  1994. 

Reclamation  has  awarded  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  the 
TCD  and  is  moving  ahead  on  an  aggressive  schedule.   Reclamation 
will  continue  to  work  with  the  State  to  secure  an  adequate  State 
contribution  in  FY  1996.   In  the  event  agreement  is  not  reached 
by  March  31,  1995,  Reclamation's  budget  will  have  to  be  adjusted 
due  to  the  importance  of  completing  the  TCD  on  schedule  within 
available  funds.   Currently,  Reclamation  plans  to  use  $11.3 
million  from  the  CVP  Restoration  Fund  in  FY  1996  to  continue 
financing  the  Federal  share  of  the  Shasta  TCD. 

Loan  Program 

Included  in  the  $16.7  million  request  is  $5.2  million  for  two 
ongoing  loans.   One  is  for  the  Schuk  Toak  District  of  the  Tohono 
O'odham  Nation,  for  development  tif'  ciTl  on-farm  irrigation  s^^eitt.' 
The  other  is  for  the  Eastern  Municipal  Water  District  No.  3  for 
water  reclamation  for  irrigation  and  wetlands. 

The  budget  request  also  includes  $6  million  to  continue  five 
loans  initiated  in  1995  and  to  fund  one  new  loan.   Reclamation 
has  also  requested  funding  of  $5  million  for  a  revised  program 
which  would  be  more  narrowly  focused  and  would  provide  assistance 
for  public  benefits  such  as  water  conservation,  fish  and  wildlife 
protection,  and  public  safety. 

General  Investigations 

$13.6  million  in  funding  is  requested  for  35  ongoing  studies  and 


328 


14  new  planning  studies.   The  program  promotes  strategies  to  meet 
future  water  quality/quantity  needs  through  nonstructural  or 
minor  structural  solutions.   Seven  of  the  new  studies  concentrate 
on  effective  management  of  water,  and  at  least  20  studies  in  the 
program  are  committed  to  the  preservation  or  enhancement  of  fish 
and  wildlife  and/or  endangered  species. 

General  Administrative  Expenses  (GAE) 

The  $50.3  million  request  is  $3.7  million  lower  than  the  amount 
enacted  in  FY  1995.   This  request  supports:   overall  program  and 
personnel  policy  management;  equal  employment  opportunity;  safety 
and  health  management;  budgetary  policy  formulation;  information 
resources  management;  procurement,  property,  and  general  services 
policy;  public  affairs;  and  organizational  and  management 
analysis.   Aggressive  streamlining  efforts  continue  in  these 
areas. 

Central  Valley  Project  Restoration  Fund 

The  $43.6  million  program  will  fund  habitat  restoration, 
improvement,  and  acquisition,  as  well  as  specific  actions 
outlined  in  section  3406  of  the  CVPIA.    FY  1996  also  provides 
for  comprehensive  and  coordinated  actions  to  protect  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  and  Delta,  while  bringing  long-term  benefits  to 
California's  environment  and  economy.    The  program  is  financed 
by  revenues  from  water  and  power  users,  including  $37.5  million 
in  additional  mitigation  and  restoration  payments,  the  maximum 
available  under  the  authority  in  Sec.  3407(d)  of  the  CVPIA. 

A  program  to  acquire  additional  water  supplies  to  supplement  the 
quantity  of  water  dedicated  to  fish  and  wildlife  will  be 
continued,  requiring  $14  million.   The  CVPIA  program  of  acquiring 
lands  and  associated  water  rights  in  order  to  establish  wildlife 
habitat,  reduce  irrigation  drainage  problems,  or  provide 
additional  water  supplies  to  Central  Valley  refuges  and  habitat 
areas  will  require  $6.1  million. 

As  stated  above.  Reclamation  also  plans  to  use  $11.3  million  from 
the  CVP  Restoration  Fund  to  finance  continuation  of  the  Shasta 
TCD. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  this  concludes  my 
prepared  remarks.   I  would  be  happy  to  respond  to  any  questions 
Members  may  have  concerning  the  Reclamation  program  and  our 
FY  1996  Budget  request. 


329 


BIOGRAPHY  or  DAHISL  V.    BEARD' 
COMMZSaiONER  OT  TRB  BURBAU  07  RECLAMATIOH 

Daniel  P-  Beard  is  the  Commissioner  o^  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
in  the  Department  of  the  Interior.   Reclamation,  the  largest 
wholesale  water  supplier  and  the  sixth  largest  electric  power 
generator  in  the  nation,  operates  and  maintains  water  storage, 
water  distribution,  and  electric  power  generation  facilities  in 
the  17  Western  States. 

Since  his  confirmation  in  May  1993,  Commissioner  Beard  has  been 
successful  in  transforming  Reclamation  from  a  dam-building  agency 
to  a  water  resources  management  agency,  emphasizing  such  new 
approaches  as  watdr  conservation,  efficiency  improvements,  and 
wastewater  reclamation  and  reuse. 

During  this  transition.  Commissioner  Beard  has  implemented  the 
principles  of  President  Clinton's  National  Performance  Review 
(NPR) ,  including  streamlining  functions,  empowering  employees, 
and  slashing  burdensome  regulations  in  an  effort  to  make 
government  work  better  and  cost  less. 

"We're  going  to  have  fewer  people,  fewer  dollars,  and  more  work, 
but  we'll  be  more  productive  than  ever,"  the  Commissioner  has 
said. ,  And  that's  just  what  he's  accomplished,  from  reducing  the 
workforce  by  20%  to  reducing  the  budget  by  $50  million. 

Vice  President  Al  Gore  has  said,  "When  it  comes  to  examples  of 
reinvention  at  work,  few  compare  with  what  is  going  on  in  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  led  by  Dan  Beard.   If  I  didn't  have  one 
single  other  example  to  point  to  in  all  of  government — to  define 
reinvention,  to  encourage  dthers--then  Reclamation  would  be 
enough;"  r  ; 

Secretary  of  the  Interior  Bruce  Babbitt  recently  appointed 
Commissioner  Beard  Director 'of  the  Interior  Department's 
reinvention  activities,  citing  Beard's  successful  transformation 
of  Reclamation. 

Prior  to  his  appointment  as  Conunissioner,  Mr.  Beard  was  the  Staff 
Director  for  the  Resources  Committee  of  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives.   He  has  held  a  variety  of  positions  within  the 
Federal  Government  since  1970,  including  conducting  research  for 
the  Congressional  Research  Service  at  the  Library  of  Congress  and 
serving  as  Special  Assistant  to  Illinois  Congressman  Sidney  R. 
Yates  and  Administrative  Assistant  to  Montana  Senator  Max  Baucus. 

A  native  of  Bellingham,  Washington,  Mr.  Beard  earned  a  B.A. 
degree  from  Western  Washington  University  (1965)  and  both  his 
M.A.  (1969)  and  Ph.D.  (1973)  from  the  University  of  Washington. 

He  and  his  wife,  Dana,  have  three  children,  Allison,  Nicholas, 
and  Peter.   They  live  in  Columbia,  Maryland. 
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V.\    ;  BIOGRAPHY  OF  MARY  ANN  LA WLER 

A   29-year  veteran   of  the   Depaniiieru  of  the   Interior,   Mary   Ann   LawJer  is 
Director  of  Biidgci   for  the  Department.     She  assumed  that  position  in  July  of 
1993.     The  budget  of  the   Department  of  the  Interior  is  one  of  the  more  varied, 
complex,  and   interesting   in   the   Federal   Government.      Its  relatively   small   size 
belies   its   complexity.      It   has  over  200   separate   appropriation   and   receipt 
accounts,   more   than   any   department   of  government.      The   Department's   budget 
covers  a  broad   spectrum   of  activities,   both   to   protect   the   Nation's   resources   and 
to  ensure  equity  in   their  u.se.     The.se  activities  include:     operations  of  the 
National   Park   Service  and   the   Fish   and   Wildlife  Service;   land  management 
responsibilities  of  the   Bureau   of  Land   Management;   delivery   of  quality   services 
to   American    Indians   and   Alaska   Natives;    revenue   collection    programs   of  the 
Minerals   Management   Service,   research,   data   collection,   and   scientific   activities 
of  the  National   Biological  Survey,  the  Geological  Survey,  and  the  Bureau  of 
Mines;    water   development   and   management   projects   of  the    Bureau   of 
Reclamation;   regulatory   and  reclamation  activities  of  the  Office   of  Surface 
Mining   Reclamation   and   Enforcement;  and  operations  of  the  Office  of  Territorial 
and   International   Affairs.     Ms.   Lawler  is  assisted   in   the  oversight  of  this   budget 
by   a   remarkable   group   of  very   able   and  dedicated   employees. 

Ms.  Lawler  has  been  in  the  "Office  of  Budget  since   1982,  first  as  an  analyst 
covering  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  then  as  Chief,  Division  of  Budget 
•Operations   (A).      In   thai   capacity   she   was   responsible   for  Departmental   oversight 
of  the  budgets  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  Office  of  Surface  Mining 
Reclamation   and   Enforcement,   the   Minerals   Management  Service,   the   U.S. 
Geological  Survey,  the  Bureau  of  Mines,  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

Ms.   Lawler  began   her  Federal  career  with   the  Internal  Revenue  Service.      She 
spent   15   years   with   the   National   Park   Service,  beginning   in   the   Midwest 
Regional  Office. in  Omaha.  Nebraska,  and  later  in  Washington  in  various  offices  of 
program  planning,  policy,  and  budget.     Ms.   Lawler  began  working  in  the  Office 
of  the  Secretary   in    1980  as  a  desk  officer  in  the  Executive  Secretariat.     She 
spent  two  years  as  an  analyst   in  the  Department's  Office  of  Policy  Analysis 
before     transferring  to  the  Office  of  Budget  in   1982.     In  1987  Ms.  Lawler 
received  the  Departinent's   Meritorious  Service  Award.  She   has  also  received  an 
SES   Presidential   Rank   Award.  " 

Ms.   Lawler  graduated  Sulnma  Cum   Laude  from  the  University  of  Maryland, 
majoring  in  economics,  and  has  done  graduate  work  in  public  administration  at 
the  University  of  Southern  California.     She  is  a  native  of  Green  Bay,  Wisconsin. 
She   and   her   husband   have    three   daugliters   and   one   granddaughter. 
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Mr.  Myers.  At  this  point,  we'll  put  the  budget  justification  mate- 
rial for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  the  record,  without  objection. 
We  will  also  insert  the  budget  justifications  for  the  Central  Utah 
Project  Completion  Act. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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SUMMARY 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Is  an  agency  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  established  In  1902,  to 
develop  and  manage  water  and  related  resources  In  ttie  Western  United  States. 

Reclamation  Is  changing  from  a  civl  works  agency  Into  a  water  management  agency  that  is  responding 
to  tfie  challenge  of  supplying  water  to  an  Increasing  and  nrK>re  diverse  population.   Reclamation 
programs  have  evolved  from  an  emphasis  on  irrigation  to  Irtdude  a  broad  range  of  other  uses  -  urt>an 
needs,  Indian  self  sufficiency,  fish  and  widilfe  protection,  endangered  species  recovery,  recreation  and 
environmental  restoration. 

Reclamation  operates  52  powerplants  generating  48.0  billion  Idowatt  hours  of  electrical  energy,  and  is 
the  nation's  sixth  largest  electric  power  producer.  Reclamation  delivers  30  million  acre-feet  of  Irrigation 
and  municipal  and  IrxJustrial  water  to  more  than  28  million  people  and  Is  the  largest  wholesaler  of  water 
In  the  U.S. 

The  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  continues  its  transition  to  a  water 
resources  management  agency.  The  total  request  is  $804  million  or  $45  million  below  the  comparable 
figure  for  FY  1995.  Included  in  this  amount  is  $784  mBlion  in  current  budget  authority.  The  request  for 
current  authority  is  offset  by  $37.5  mOilon  in  discretionary  receipts  in  the  Central  Valley  Project 
Restoration  Fund  resulting  in  a  net  current  authority  request  of  $747  mHlion. 

The  request  is  the  result  of  montfis  of  dellt>eration,  difficult  decisions,  and  administrative  streannlining, 
necessary  In  this  time  of  fiscal  constraint  arxj  changing  public  attitudes.  Reclamation  is  placing  more 
emphasis  on  enhancing  arxi  protecting  the  environmerrt  and  stretching  water  resources  to  a  greater  and 
more  diverse  number  of  consumers  through  water  reclamation,  reuse,  transfers  and  conservation.    Even 
ttKNjgh  the  Bureau  has  moved  away  from  construction  of  large  projects,  some  construction  work 
remains  to  be  done  In  order  to  complete  ongoing  projects  and  to  begin  repayment  to  the  Treasury  by 
project  beneficiaries. 

Reclamation  is  using  Streamlining  and  Partnerships  to  achieve  Its  fundamental  change  to  a  water 
resource  management  agency.  Redamatkxi  Is  transforming  Itself  from  a  slow  moving  construction 
agency  with  a  large  Federal  budget  into  an  efficient  low-cost  problem  solver. 

STREAMLINING:  Reclamation  has  spent  18  months  working  hard  to  empower  Its  employees,  eliminate 
unnecessary  practices,  and  make  Reclamation  an  exciting  place  to  work.  Sonrre  examples  are: 

Obtained  sfxjrter  delivery  time  for  servk^es  by  reengineering  operattons.  Two  examples  are 
redudrig  approval  time  for  constructkxi  of  fish  ladders  from  3-4  years  to  6  montfis;  arxJ  reducing 
evaluatk>n  time  for  dam  safety  checks  from  5  to  2  years. 

Reduced  its  workforce  by  19  percent  since  May  1993  - 1,524  fewer  employees. 

Approved  Voluntary  Separatkxi  Incentive  Payment  requests  from  another  700  to  leave  over  tfie 
next  2  years. 

Restructured  35  project  offk^s  Into  26  Area  Offtees.  Downsized  the  regk)nal  offtees  and 
abolished  the  Denver  headquarters  concept 

BIminated  at  least  two  layers  of  management  and  Implemented  a  threefoki  customer  servk^e 
strategy. 
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The  Bureau's  success  is  so  notable  that  h  recently  hosted  a  reinvention  conference  for  over  300  other 
Federal  agency  representatives  to  share  Reclamation's  experiences  and  encouragement 

PARTNERSHIPS:  Reclamation  formed  new  partnerships  and  enhanced  existing  relationships.  Some 

examples  are: 

Working  together  with  its  customers  to  assist  in  implemerrtlng  water  efficiency  improvements; 
expanding  Its  customer  base  to  Include  non-irrigation  customers  including  rural  and  urt>an  water 
users,  ^4ative  Americans,  environmentalists  and  recreationlsts;  implementing  management 
reforms  to  reduce  the  unit  cost  for  the  customer  and  lessen  the  burden  on  taxpayers;  and 
estatilishing  customer  service  standards  to  ensure  customer  satisfaction. 

Working  with  other  Federal,  State  and  local  agencies  to  restore  and  protect  native  and 
endangered  species  and  their  fuibttat  on  the  Columbia  and  Snal<e  Rivers  in  the  Pacifk: 
northwest,  the  Colorado  River  basin,  the  Platte  Rh/er  basin,  and  the  rivers  of  Callfomia's  coast 
and  its  Central  Valley. 

Forming  partnerships  with  districts  or  groups  of  districts  serving  agricultural  and/or  municipal 
and  industrial  customers. 

ConsMering  Reclamation  employees  as  full  partners  In  the  success  of  the  organization. 
Employees  suggested  the  cfianges  that  led  to  the  reinvention  of  Reclamation.  Employees  have 
prepared  a  draft  alternative  budget  structure  to  better  portray  the  programs  of  Reclamation. 

Initiating  the  development  of  performance  measures  consistent  with  the  Govemment 
Performance  and  Results  Act  of  1993.  A  Performance  Measures  Team  has  been  established  and 
Is  in  the  process  of  developing  and  recommending  performance  IrxJicators  associated  with  the 
proposed  new  budget  structure. 

Estatilishing  a  Safety  of  Dams  Educatior^  Program  at  Southem  University  as  part  of  the 
university's  cIvH  engineering  curriculum;  and  working  with  BIA  to  Improve  conditions  on  Indian 
dams. 

Implementing  the  Irxjian  Self-Govemance  program  by  identifying  projects/programs  to  be 
operated  by  Indian  Tribes. 

Leveraging  Federal  dollars  by  joining  with  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation,  Trout 
Unlimited,  America  Outdoors,  Bass  Angler  Sportsman  Society  and  other  private  and  put)lic 
organizations  to  conserve  scarce  natural  resources. 

Partk:ipating  in  the  Corporation  for  National  and  Community  Servtee,  AmeriCorps  program,  to 
provkje  environmental  resources  training  and  education  within  the  Southem  CalKomia  Urtian 
Water  Conservation  program. 

Higfilights  of  irxlivldual  appropriations  follow: 

Operation  arwl  Maintenance.  $288.8  million  request:  The  protection  of  the  Infrastructure,  the 
conservation  of  natural  resources,  the  delivery  of  water  and  power  benefits,  and  the  collection  of 
revenues  remain  our  highest  priority.  The  request  funds  the  operation  of  36  projects  and  the 
administration  of  13  associated  programs.   In  FY  1996  several  new  facilities  will  be  added  to  the  O&M 
program. 
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Water  storage  In  the  Colorado  River  is  adequate  to  meet  Mexico  treaty  requirements  for  salinity  levels  for 
the  next  several  years.  Reclamation  is  taldng  advantage  of  this  opportunity  to  conduct  a  review  of  the 
future  of  the  Yuma  Desalting  Plant  Funds  of  $6.3  million  are  required  to  keep  the  plant  in  ready  reserve 
status. 

The  BonnevHIe  Power  Administration  customers  will  continue  to  fund,  with  $19.6  mHllon,  major 
replacements  at  powerplants  on  the  Boise,  Columbia  Basin,  Hungry  Horse,  and  Minidoica  Projects. 

Conatnictlon  Program.  $375.9  million  request:  The  request  provides  for  increased  emphasis  on 
resources  management  and  protection,  and  future  project  development  will  be  oriented  towards 
nonstructural  and  nontraditional  projects  serving  diverse  customers. 

Funding  of  $23  million  Is  requested  to  continue  work  on  four  water  reclamation  and  reuse  projects 
authorized  in  P.L  102-575:  the  San  Gabriel,  Los  Angeles,  San  Diego,  and  San  Jose  Projects.  Protection 
and  recovery  of  endangered  and  native  fish  species  in  the  Columt^ia,  Snake,  and  Colorado  Rivers  will 
require  $23.7  million.  Projects  in  support  of  Indian  self-determination  efforts  include  the  Mni  Wiconi  and 
Umatilla  projects,  and  several  other  projects  have  essential  Indian  components. 

$122  millkxi  or  32  percent  of  the  request  is  for  the  Central  Arizona  Project  (CAP)  including  $29  million  for 
safety  of  dams  work.  Notice  of  completion  was  issued  to  the  Central  Arizona  Water  Conservancy 
District  (CAWCD)  placing  Phase  1  of  the  project  into  repayment,  effective  October  1,  1993.  Negotiations 
are  underway  t>etween  the  Department  and  CAWCD  on  tf>e  interpretation  of  the  existing  repayment 
ceiling  and  optkins  to  cover  remaining  reimbursat)le  costs.  Resolution  of  these  issues  is  anticipated  by 
June  1995.  Of  the  total  amount  of  $93  mHtion  for  construction  of  the  CAP,  atx>ut  $25  million  is  for 
constmction  contracts  which  could  be  delayed  if  ongoing  negotiations  on  master  repayment  contract 
issues  are  not  concluded  in  a  manner  acceptable  to  the  Secretary. 

Reclamation's  request  assumes  a  substantial  contribution  from  the  State  of  California  for  the  Sfiasta 
Temperature  Control  Device  (TCD).  Installation  of  the  TCD  will  permit  power  generation  at  Shasta  Dam 
while  improving  flexibility  to  meet  temperature  requirements  for  fisheries  in  the  Sacramento  River 
downstream. 

The  1992  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  requires  that  the  Department  secure  a  State 
contributkm  of  25  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  TCD.  The  State's  share  is  estimated  to  be  $20  million.  The 
State  has  made  a  commitment  to  meet  the  obligation  by  signing  the  "Central  Valley  Project  Improvement 
Act,  Sharing  of  Costs  Agreement  for  Mitigation  Projects  and  Improvement"  dated  June  27,  1994. 
Reclamation  has  awarded  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  the  TCD  and  is  moving  ahead  on  an 
aggressive  schedule.  Reclamation  will  continue  to  wori<  with  the  State  to  secure  an  adequate  State 
contribution  in  FY  1996.  In  the  event  agreement  is  not  reached  by  March  31,  1995,  Reclamation's 
budget  will  have  to  be  adjusted. 

Loan  Program.  $16.7  million  request:  Included  in  the  request  is  funding  of  $5.2  million  for  two 
ongoing  loans.   One  is  for  the  Schuk  Toak  District  of  the  Tohono  O'odham  Nation  for  development  of  an 
on-farm  Irrigation  system.  The  other  is  for  the  Eastern  Municipal  Water  District  No.  3  for  water 
reclamation  for  in-igation  and  wetlands.  Also  included  is  $6  million  to  continue  five  new  loans  initiated  in 
1995  and  to  fund  one  new  loan.   Reclamation  is  also  requesting  funding  of  $5  million  for  a  new 
program  -  one  which  would  replace  the  existing  loan  program  with  a  revised  program  which  would  be 
more  narrowly  focused  and  provkJe  assistance  for  public  benefits  such  as  water  conservation,  fish  and 
wildlife  protection,  and  public  safety. 
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Emfoencv  Fund,  no  reouett:  Because  of  the  amount  of  prior  year  funds  available,  no  funding  is 
requested  in  FY  1996. 

General  Investkiatlons.  t13.6  million:   Funding  is  requested  for  35  ongoing  studies  and  14  new 
planning  studies.  The  program  promotes  those  studies  which  wli  result  in  strategies  to  meet  future 
water  quality/quantity  needs  through  nonstructural  or  minor  stmctura)  solutions.   Seven  of  the  new 
studies  concentrate  on  effective  management  of  water,  and  at  least  20  studies  In  the  program  are 
committed  to  the  preservation  or  enhancement  of  fish  and  wildlife  and/or  endangered  species. 

General  Administrative  Expensea  (GAE).  $50.3  million:  The  request  funds  overall  program  and 
personnel  policy  management;  equal  employment  opportunity;  safety  and  health  management; 
budgetary  policy  formulation;  Information  resources  management;  procurement,  property,  and  general 
services  policy;  public  affairs;  and  organizational  and  management  analysis.  Aggressive  streamlining 
efforts  continue  in  these  areas. 

Central  Valley  Project  Restoration  Fund.  $43.6  million:  The  anrKXjnt  programmed  for  FY  1996 
provides  for  a  comprehensive  and  coordinated  package  of  actions  to  protect  the  San  Francisco  Bay  and 
Delta,  while  bringing  long-term  benefits  to  Callfomla's  environment  and  economy. 

A  program  to  acquire  additional  water  supplies  to  supplement  the  quantity  of  water  dedicated  to  fish  and 
wBdilfe  will  be  continued,  requiring  $14  million.  The  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  (CVPiA) 
program  of  acquiring  lands  and  associated  water  rights  in  order  to  establish  wHdiife  habitat,  reduce 
irrigation  drainage  problems  or  provide  additional  water  supplies  to  Central  Valley  refuges  and  habitat 
areas,  wli  require  $6.1  mViion. 

interior  also  plans  to  use  $1 1.3  mlllon  from  the  CVP  Restoration  Fund  to  finance  continuation  of  the 
Shasta  TCD. 
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SUMMARY  BY  ACCOUNT 
BUDGET  AUTHORITY  (BA)  TABLE  -  FY  1994- 
(S  IN  THOUSANDS) 

-1996 

Operation  and  Maintenance 

FY  1994 
Enacted 

FY  1995 
Enacted 

FY  1996 
Request 

282,898 

284,300 

288,759 

Construction  Program 

434,423 

432,727 

375,943 

Emergency  Fund 

1,000 

1,000 

0 

Loan  Program  Account 

13,500 

9,600 

16,668 

General  Investigations 

13,819 

14,190 

13,602 

General  Administrative  Expenses 

54,034 

54,034 

50,327 

Central  Valley  Project  Restoration  Fund 

29,752 

45,276 

43,579 

Working  Capital  Fund 

0 

(2.711) 

0 

CRDF  Transfer  to  WAPA 

GROSS  CURRENT  AUTHORITY 

(8,168) 

(7,472) 

(4,556) 

821,258 

830,944 

784,322 

CVP  Restoration  Fund  Offset 



(18,692) 

(39,385) 

(37,538) 

NET  CURRENT  AUTHORITY 

802,566 

791,559 

746,784 

Trust  Funds 

9,563 

27,391 

19,022 

Miscellaneous  Permanents 

238 

280 

280 

Upper  and  Lower  Basin  Funds  (Net) 

(7,919) 

(5,459) 

(5,033) 

Loan  Liquidating  Account 

0 

(3,094) 

(3,666) 

Colorado  River  Dam  Fund  (CRDF) 



50,775 

39,188 

47.042 

NET  PERMANENT  AUTHORITY 



52,657 

58.306 

57,645 

GRAND  TOTAL 

855,223 

849,865 

804,429 
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Project  or  ActMty Number 

Associated  Programs  69 

Boise  Area  Projects    ^^ 

Boulder  Canyon  Project,  CRDF 89 

Cachuma  Project  '•8 

Carlsbad  Project '•9 

Central  Arizona  Project  (LCRBDF) 81 

Central  Valley  Project 

American  River  Division   20 

Delta  Division 21 

East  Side  Division    22 

Friant  Division   23 

Project  General  24 

Sacramento  Rh/er  Division 25 

San  Ijjls  Unit 26 

Shasta  Division 27 

Trinity  River  Division 28 

Water  and  Power  Operations  29 

Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act 30 

Collbran  Project 31 

Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project  (CRBSCP) 

Grand  Valley  Unit,  Title  II   32 

Lower  Gunnison  Basin  Unit,  Title  II  33 

Paradox  Valley  Unit,  Title  II 34 

Colorado  River  Dam  Fund 

Boulder  Canyon  Project 89 

Colorado  River  Storage  Project,  Wayne  N.  Aspinall  Unit  (Appropriated) 15 

Colorado  River  Storage  Project  (UCRBF) 

Consumptive  Uses  and  Losses -82 

Emergency  Funds 83 

initial  Untts ^ 84 

Quality  of  Water    86 

Safety  Evaluation  of  Existing  Dams 87 

Seedsl<adee  Participating  Project  88 

Columbia  Basin  Project 35 

Consumptive  Uses  and  Losses  (CRSP)  82 

Crooked  River  Project 36 

Departmental  Inigation  Drainage  Program 69 

Deschutes  Project    37 

Detail  of  Funding  FY  1995  and  FY  1996 15 

Dolores  Project  (CRSPP)    38 
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OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Page 
Project  or  Activity Number 

Eastern  Colorado  Projects    39 

Emergency  Funds  (CRSP)    83 

Errvironmental  Program  Administration 70 

Examination  of  Existing  Structures  . . 71 

General  Statement   11 

Grand  Valley  Unit,  CRBSCP    32 

Great  Plains  Area  Projects 40 

Hungry  Horse  Project 42 

Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement  Act  Projects 43 

Initial  Units  (CRSP) 84 

Klamath  Project   44 

Land  Resources  Management     72 

Lower  Gunnison  Basin  Unit,  CRBSCP   33 

Lower  Colorado  RK/er  Basin  Development  Fund  (LCRBDF) 

Central  Arizona  Project 81 

Middle  Rio  Grande  Project    45 

Milk  River  Project 46 

Minidoka  Area  Project 47 

Miscellaneous  Rood  Control     73 

Mni  Wiconi  Project , 49 

Operation  and  Maintenance  Program  Management    73 

Oklahoma/Texas  Area  Projects 50 

Oriand  Project 51 

Paradox  Valley  Unit.  CRBSCP 34 

Parker-Davis  Project 52 

Pecos  River  Basin  Water  Salvage  Project 53 

Permanent  Appropriations 89 

Power  Program  Services 74 

Provo  River  Project 54 

Public  Access  and  Safety  Program   75 

Quality  of  Water  (CRSP)  86 
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OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Page 
Project  or  Activity Number 

Rapid  Valley  Project 15 

Reclamation  Law  Administration    ; 76 

Recreation  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Program  Administration 77 

Revenue  Financed  Programs 81 

Rio  Grande  Project 55 

Rogue  River  Basin  Project,  Talent  Division 56 

Safety  Evaluation  of  Existing  Dams  (Assoc.  Programs) 78 

Safety  Evaluation  of  Existing  Dams  (CRSP)    87 

San  Juan-Cfiama  Project  (CRSP)    57 

San  Luis  Vaiiey  Project,  Closed  Basin  Division 58 

San  Luis  Vaiiey  Project,  Conejos  Division 59 

Seedslcadee  Participating  Project  (CRSP) 88 

Soli  and  Moisture  Conservation     78 

Solano  Project 60 

Summarized  Financial  Data 14 

Title  i 

Yuma  Desalting  Plant  (see  Yuma  Area  Projects)    66 

Title  11 

Grand  Vaiiey  Unit,  CRBSCP   32 

Lower  Gunnison  Basin  Unit,  CRBSCP 33 

Paradox  Vaiiey  Unit,  CRBSCP 34 

Tualatin  Project    61 

Umatilla  Project    62 

Upper  Colorado  Area  Projects 63 

Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund 82 

Washoe  Project   64 

Water  Management  and  Conservation  Program 79 

Wayne  N.  Aspinali  Unit  (CRSP)  15 

Yakima  Project 65 

Yuma  Area  Projects   66 
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Operation  and  Maintenance 


Description 

The  Operation  and  Maintenance  (O&M) 
Program  provides  furvjing  for  efficient  and 
effective  operation  of  water  and  power  facilities 
to  provide  project  benefits.   Many  of 
Reclamation's  resource  management  and 
protection  activities  also  are  funded  througfi  the 
O&M  Program.  Reclamation  focuses  on 
Improving  operations  to  provide  added  value 
and  greater  Isenefits  from  existing  projects  to 
Mp  meet  increasing  multiple  water  use 
demands  arxj  environmental  needs. 


additional  water  exchange  facilities  of  the 
Umatilla  Project  Also,  additional  water  delivery 
systems  on  the  Mni  WiconI  Project  will  be 
transferred  to  operation  and  maintenance 
status. 

The  budget  request  also  provides  $48,157,000 
for  the  associated  O&M  programs  for  activities 
that  benefit  multiple  projects  or  are  required 
where  there  Is  no  specific  project  to  fund  these 
activities. 


The  maintenance  program  ensures  the  reliability 
and  operational  readiness  of  348  storage 
reservoirs  and  254  diversion  dams;  thousands 
of  miles  of  canals,  water  distribution  systems, 
and  drains;  52  powerplants;  and  recreation 
faclltles  so  ttiat  the  value  of  the  public 
investment  is  maintained.  The  O&M  program 
also  provides  for  the  management  and 
protection  of  the  waters,  lands,  and  other 
natural  resources  associated  with  Reclamation 
developments. 

Reclamation  continues  to  place  a  high  priority 
on  tfie  Operation  and  Maintenance  Program. 
The  FY  1996  request  of  $288,759,000  Is  an 
Increase  of  $4,459,000  over  the  FY  1995 
appropriation. 

FY  1996  Program 

Appropriation  Financed  Projects  and 

Programs 

The  request  Includes  $240,602,000  for  operation 
and  maintenance  of  specific  projects.  The 
funds  wfll  provide  for  basic  operation  of  facilities 
and  wlli  allow  Reclamation  to  perform  those 
critical  maintenance  tasks  that  are  required  to 
achieve  a  reliable  continuation  of  services. 
Funds  also  wPI  be  directed  toward  maintenance 
tasks  that  are  necessary  for  a  sound  and  cost 
effective  preventive  maintenance  program. 

Rrst-year  funding  Is  required  for  operation  of 
the  remaining  brine  Injection  facilities  of  the 
Paradox  Valley  Unit,  Colorado  RK/er  Basin 
Salinity  Control  Project,  and  for  operation  of 


Program  Highlights 

Fish  and  wndilfe 

The  Central  Valley  Project  programmatic 
environmental  impact  statement  required  by 
Public  l^w  102-575  wUI  substantially  be 
complete  by  the  end  of  FY  1995.  Activities  in 
FY  1996  include  finalizing  and  printing  the 
report. 

Funding  for  operation  of  the  Coleman  National 
Rsh  Hatchery,  Califomla,  and  the  Leavenworth, 
Entiat,  and  Winthrop  Ivlational  Rsh  Hatchery 
Complex,  Washington,  for  mitigating  impacts  of 
the  Grand  Coulee  Dam  on  anadromous  fish  Is 
included.  Biological  work  and  payment  for  fish 
losses  at  the  Tracy  Fish  Collecting  Facilities  will 
continue,  as  will  monitoring  activities  at 
Kesterson  Reservoir. 

A  5-year  study  of  the  threatened  Bluntnose 
Shiner  In  the  Pecos  River  will  tie  completed  in 
FY  1996,  and  studies  on  seven  threatened  and 
endangered  species  on  the  Missouri  and 
Yellowtail  Rivers  wfll  be  funded.  The  Lake 
i-iavasu  fishery  improvements  to  enhance 
habitat  and  increase  endangered  fish 
populations  wfll  continue. 

Activities  that  include  managing  natural, 
restored,  and  artificially  designed  fish  and 
wfldlife  habitats  and  evaluating  impacts  of 
existing  project  operattons  on  wetlands  and 
endangered  species  habitat  are  underway. 
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Native  American  Concerns 

Assistance  to  Native  Americans  Is  provided  by 
delivering  water  to  tiie  Al<-Chln  Irxjian 
Community,  Arizorui.  Tiie  Garrison  municipal, 
rural,  and  Industrial  water  systems  will  provide 
rural  water  to  the  Standing  Rocl<,  Fort  Bertiiold, 
and  Fort  Totten  Indian  Reservations.  Nortii 
Dakota.  The  Mni  Wiconi  Project  will  provide  for 
the  operation  of  newly  constructed  and  all 
existing  water  systems  that  deliver  municipal, 
rural,  and  Industrial  water  to  the  Pine  Ridge 
Indian  Reservation,  South  Dal<ota. 

Energy  Conservation 

The  FY  1996  O&M  program  Includes  $801,000 
for  energy  conserving  measures  In  Reclamation 
buRdings.  This  amount  is  for  conducting 
technical  energy  surveys  arxl  completion  of 
energy  retrofit  measures  such  as  improved 
insulation  and  improvement  or  replacement  of 
heating,  ventilating,  and  air  conditioning 
systems.  The  efforts  are  in  support  of  and  in 
accordance  with  the  National  Energy 
Conservation  Policy  Act  and  Executive  Order 
12759.  The  FY  1996  program  also  includes 
$378,500  for  procurement  of  energy  efficient 
goods  and  services  and  $249,000  for  alternative 
fueled  vehicles. 

Water  Conservation 

Coordination  of  water  management  and 
conservation  efforts  with  water  users  and  other 
non-Federal  agencies  is  Included  in  the  FY  1996 
request.  Including  water  conservation  centers, 
public  education,  and  training,  as  well  as 
studies  of  various  methods  of  water 
conservation  and  optimization  of  existing 
resources. 

Funding  of  conservation  partnerships  will  allow 
research  and  development  by  Reclamation, 
other  Federal  agencies,  universities,  water 
districts,  and  private  Industry.  In  addition, 
partnerships  will  help  fund  Improvements  to 
urtian  vi/ater  use  practices.  Participation  In  the 
Corporation  for  National  and  Community 
Service,  AmeriCorps,  provides  environmental 


resources  training  arxl  education  within  the 
Southem  California  Urtian  Water  Conservation 
program. 

Water  Quality 

Water  quality  Is  enhanced  by  operation  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project, 
Title  II,  and  by  various  salinity  control  activities 
on  the  Rio  Grarxie.   Storage  in  the  Colorado 
River  is  adequate  to  meet  Mexico  treaty 
requirements  for  salinity;  therefore,  funding  Is 
not  proposed  for  operating  the  Yuma  Desalting 
Plant.  Yuma  Area  Projects.   Funds  of 
$6.3  million,  however,  are  required  to  maintain 
the  plant  in  ready  reserve  status. 

Resource  Management  Plans 

The  request  reflects  additional  emphasis  on 
Resource  Management  Plans  in  FY  1996.  The 
plans  are  designed  to  improve  the  management 
of  project  lands  and  water  and  protect  the 
environment.  In  addition  to  the  ongoing 
Resource  Management  Plans,  several  are 
scheduled  to  begin  In  FY  1996.  A  number  fiave 
t>een  completed.  Including  the  Resource 
Management  Plan  jat  Lake  Berryessa.  Solano 
Project. 

Bonneville  Power  Administration  Furidlng 

It  Is  anticipated  that  $19.6  million  will  be 
advanced  by  the  Bonneville  Power 
Administration  for  major  replacements  at 
powerpiants  on  the  Boise.  Columbia  Basin, 
Hungry  Horse,  and  Minidoka  Projects. 

The  following  tat}le  shows  the  anticipated 
funding  by  project  for  FY  1995  and  FY  1996: 

Estimate  of  Funds  For  Major  Replacements 
From  Bonneville  Power  Administration 


Projects 

Boise  Area 
Columbia  Basin 
Hungry  Horse 
MinkJoka  Area 
Total 


FY  1995 

$410,000 
8.250.000 
3.630,000 
11.260.000 


FY  1996 

$  2.260,000 
5,805.000 
3.830.000 
7.740.000 


$23,550,000     $19,635,000 
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Priorities  and  CommKments 

Reclamation  continues  to  use  the  Bureau-wide 
O&M  priority  system  In  formulating  the  O&M 
budget.  The  goal  Is  to  achieve  a  sustainable 
level  of  operation  and  maintenance  of  project 
facilities,  and  at  the  same  time,  emphasize 
innovative  nonstructural  programs  such  as 
water  conservation. 

In  formulating  the  FY  1996  budget,  four  areas 
were  given  special  emphasis.  Teams  of 
technical  experts  were  established  to  propose 
funding  for  Ufe  Safety  Code  deficiencies, 
resource  management  plans,  access  for 
persons  with  disabilities,  and  Native  American 
Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act 
actMUes. 

Other  Funding 

In  addition  to  the  O&M  Program  funded  through 
appropriations,  the  Program  includes  applied 
revenues  of  $87,326,000  for  O&M  of  the  Central 
Arizona  Project  and  $46,258,000  for  Interest  on 
the  Investment,  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin 
Development  Fund,  as  well  as  $30,358,000  for 
O&M  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project; 
$41 ,547,000  from  Permanent  Appropriations, 
including  $29,447,000  for  O&M  of  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project;  $26,193,000  advanced  by  other 
Federal  agencies,  including  those  from  the 
Bonneville  Power  Administration  mentioned 
above;  and  $14,467,000  from  non-Federal 
entities  for  O&M  of  facilities  for  which  they  are 
responsible. 

Revenue  Financed  Programs 

Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund 

Operation,  maintenance,  arvj  replacement 
programs  on  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project 
(Central  Arizona  Project)  and  four  inttiai  units 


and  four  participating  projects  of  the  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  are  furxjed  from  revenue 
collectlons  which  are  available  without  further 
appropriation. 

Section  403  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project 
Act,  Public  Law  90-537,   provides  that  all 
revenues  from  operation  of  the  project  shall  be 
credited  to  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin 
Development  Fund  and  be  available  without 
further  appropriation  to  defray  the  costs  of 
operation,  mainter^nce,  replacements,  and 
emergency  expenditures  of  the  project. 

Section  5(c)  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project  Act,  Public  Law  84-485,  provides  that  all 
revenues  collected  from  operation  of  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  and 
participating  projects  sliall  be  credited  to  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  arxj  shall  be 
availatile  without  further  appropriation  for 
defraying  the  costs  of  operation,  maintenance, 
replacements,  and  emergency  expenditures  for 
facilities  of  the  project  and  participating 
projects. 

Permanent  Appropriation  Financed  Program 

Colorado  River  Dam  Fund 

With  passage  of  the  Hoover  Power  Plant  Act  of 
1984,  a  Permanent  Appropriation  was  created  to 
finance  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacement  costs  of  the  Boulder  Canyon 
Project.   Section  104(a)  of  the  Act  provides  that 
all  revenues  from  operation  of  the  project  shall 
be  credited  to  the  Colorado  River  Dam  Fund 
and  shall  be  available  without  further 
appropriation  to  defray  the  costs  of  operation, 
maintenance,  replacements,  and  emergency 
expenditures  for  facilities  of  the  project  and  for 
other  purposes. 
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Summarized  Financial  Data 


Operation  &  Maintenance 

Appropriation 

Application  of  prior  year  funds 

FurKis  advanced  by  water  users 

Funds  advanced  by  states,  municipalities, 

and  by  otiier  Non-Federal  agencies 
Funds  advanced  by  otfier  Federal  agencies 
Applied  operating  revenues  (UCRBF  and  LCRBDF)   \J 
Funds  advanced  by  water  users 

(operating  revenues) 
Permanent  appropriations  (CRDF)  2/ 
Application  of  nonappropriated  prior  year  funds 
Total  obligations 

Non-Federal  participation  -  services 
Total  program  $536,223,073  $534,936,000 

1/  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  and  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund. 

2/  Colorado  River  Dam  Furxl. 


Enacted 
FY  1995 

Request 
FY  199? 

$284,300,000 
4.361.950 
9.655.000 

$288,759,000 

-0- 

13.333.000 

1.035.000 

29,309,000 

166,857,426 

1.039.000 
26,193,000 
163,942,000 

105,000 

31,716,000 

8,872,697 

$536,212,073 

95.000 

41.547,000 

-0- 

$534,908,000 

11.000 

28.000 
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BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

OPERATION  AND 

MAINTENANCE 

Detail  o(  Funding  FY 

iges  and  FY 

1996 

On  ttiouaanda  tf  dorian) 

New      Prior  YearNon-Fad.     Ollwr 

New       Non-Fad.     Other 

Budget 

Funds     Conlcl- 

Federal 

Total 

Budget 

Conlrl- 

Federal 

Total 

Aulhorltf 

Apolled     button 

Aqenclea  Program 

Authoiltv 

butlon 

Aasnclea 

'f09fam 

Pfo|ect«: 

Boise  Area 

3.841 

200           725 

410 

5.176 

4.378 

894 

2.280 

7.332 

Cachuma 

239 

111                0 

0 

350 

716 

0 

0 

716 

Carlabad 

755 

467              17 

0 

1.239 

1.355 

18 

0 

1.371 

Central  Valley 

American  River  Division 

6.434 

0               0 

0 

6.434 

4.460 

0 

0 

4.460 

Delta  Division 

9.669 

0               0 

0 

9.669 

9.119 

0 

0 

9.119 

East  Side  Division 

1,776 

0               0 

0 

1,776 

1.842 

0 

0 

1.842 

Friant  Division 

9.081 

0               0 

0 

8.081 

9.129 

0 

0 

0.129 

Prelect  General 

8.579 

0                0 

0 

8.579 

9.052 

0 

0 

9.052 

Sacramento  River  Division 

2.950 

0                0 

0 

2.950 

2.959 

0 

0 

2.959 

San  Luis  Unit 

9,307 

0                0 

0 

9.307 

8.293 

0 

0 

8.293 

Shasta  Division 

6.653 

0                0 

0 

6.653 

7.618 

0 

0 

7.618 

Trinity  River  Division 

5,554 

0               0 

0 

5.554 

4.630 

0 

0 

4.630 

Water  and  Pooar  Operations 

3.809 

0                0 

0 

3.809 

2,579 

0 

0 

2.579 

Subtotal  -  CVP 

63.812 

0               0 

0 

63.812 

59.681 

0 

0 

58.681 

Central  Valley  Improvement  Act 

6.692 

0               0 

0 

6.692 

8.058 

0 

0 

8.053 

Collbran 

1.426 

146               0 

0 

1.572 

756 

0 

0 

756 

Colo  River  Batin  Salinity  Control: 

Grand  Valley  Unit 

432 

370               0 

0 

802 

733 

0 

0 

733 

Lower  Gunnison  Basin  Unit 

416 

27               0 

0 

443 

432 

0 

0 

432 

Paradox  Valley  Unit 

859 

85               0 

0 

844 

2.850 

0 

0 

2,850 

Columbia  Basin 

41.202 

0        1.700 

8.250 

51,152 

38.061 

1.700 

5.805 

45,566 

Crooked  River 

172 

52               0 

0 

224 

207 

0 

0 

207 

Deschutes 

78 

70               0 

0 

148 

84 

0 

0 

84 

Dolores  (CRSPP) 

492 

0                0 

0 

492 

511 

0 

0 

511 

Eastern  Colorado 

12.301 

0           598 

0 

12,899 

11.594 

602 

0 

12.196 

Great  Plains  Area 

27.-283 

132           433 

130 

27.978 

30.087 

461 

130 

30.678 

Hunory  Horse 

1.890 

18               0 

3.630 

5.539 

2.118 

0 

3.830 

5.948 

Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement  1/ 

5.800 

10               0 

4.250 

10.160 

8.391 

0 

4.850 

11.341 

Klamath 

771 

253           135 

0 

1.159 

2.609 

135 

0 

2.744 

Middle  Rio  Grande 

10.476 

0        1.495 

0 

11.971 

8.580 

1.284 

0 

9.844 

Milk  River 

281 

0           513 

0 

794 

206 

513 

0 

719 

Minidoka  Area 

10.447 

0        1.032 

11.260 

22,739 

8.802 

1.436 

7.740 

17.978 

Mnl  Wiconi 

492 

0               0 

0 

492 

2.404 

0 

0 

2.404 

Oklahoma/Texas  Area 

1.151 

0               0 

0 

1.151 

2,306 

0 

0 

2.306 

OrlanO 

578 

0               0 

0 

578 

601 

0 

0 

601 

Parker- Davis 

3.486 

0        1.187 

0 

4.673 

4.101 

1.282 

0 

5.383 

Pecos  River  Basin  Water  Salvage 

351 

18             75 

0 

444 

386 

100 

0 

486 

Provo  River 

384 

11                0 

0 

395 

210 

0 

0 

210 

Rapid  Valley 

0 

0             58 

0 

58 

0 

53 

0 

53 

Rio  Grande 

2.654 

382           306 

0 

3.342 

2.935 

332 

0 

3.267 

Rogue  Rhrer  Basin.  Talent  Division 

392 

50               0 

0 

442 

438 

0 

0 

438 

San  Juan-Chama 

387 

0        1.171 

0 

1.558 

327 

1.046 

0 

1.373 

San  Luis  Valley: 

Closed  Basin  Division 

4.031 

46               0 

0 

4.079 

3.195 

0 

0 

3.195 

Conejos  Dhrlslon 

26 

26              10 

0 

62 

2 

8 

0 

10 

Solano 

1.827 

0                0 

0 

1.827 

2.172 

0 

0 

2.172 

Tualatin 

68 

0           101 

0 

169 

81 

121 

0 

202 

Umatilla 

467 

0             64 

454 

985 

705 

63 

585 

1.353 

Upper  Colorado  Area 

1.347 

1                0 

0 

1.348 

2.336 

0 

0 

2.336 

Washoe 

1.632 

0               0 

0 

1.632 

1.548 

0 

0 

1.548 

Wayne  N  Asplnall  Unit.  CRSP 

348 

8               0 

0 

356 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Yakima 

6.758 

101           965 

925 

8.749 

7.314 

1.331 

893 

9.538 

Yuma  Area 

SubloUl  -  Projects 

23.084 

4              50 

0 

23.138 

21.332 

3.000 

0 

24.332 

239.228 

2.591      10.635 

29.309 

281.763 

240.602 

14.157 

26.183 

280.852 

ASSOCIATED  OlM  PROGRAM: 

Dept-  Irrigation  Drainage  Program 

4.543 

423               0 

0 

4.966 

4.278 

0 

0 

4.278 

Drought  Contingency  Plannlngs 

0 

132               0 

0 

132 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental  Program  Admin. 

998 

18               0 

0 

1.017 

1.816 

0 

0 

1.816 

Examination  of  Existing  Structures 

1.557 

89               0 

0 

1.646 

2.458 

150 

0 

2.608 

Lend  Resources  Management 

7.277 

131              19 

0 

7.427 

7.222 

19 

0 

7.241 
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New 

Prior  YurNon-Fad      Othar 

Ne* 

Non-Fad. 

Olhor 

Budoet 

Funda     Contri- 

Federal 

Total 

Budget 

Contri- 

Fadoral 

Total 

Prolect/Pfoarim 

Authority 

ADDlled     button 

Aoencles 

AulhOfltV 

bution 

Aaanclea 

Miscellaneous  Flood  Control 

l.OBB 

20               0 

0 

867 

651 

0 

0 

243 

O&M  Program  Mgml  Oevelopment 

987 

0                0 

0 

967 

243 

0 

0 

243 

Power  ProBram  Services 

379 

55               0 

0 

434 

375 

0 

0 

375 

Public  Access  and  Safety  Program 

1.480 

44               0 

0 

1.534 

937 

0 

0 

837 

Reclamation  Law  Administration 

a.833 

62             38 

0 

7.031 

5.537 

38 

0 

5.573 

Hec  and  F4WL  Program  Administration 

3.885 

70               0 

0 

4.055 

4.679 

0 

0 

4,879 

Safety  Evaluation  ot  Existing  Oams 

8.111 

8                0 

0 

8.120 

7.690 

0 

0 

7.680 

Soil  and  MoMtufs  Conservation 

489 

0                0 

0 

488 

249 

0 

0 

248 

Water  Management  and  Conservation 
SubtoMI  -  Assoc.  O&M  Programs 

6.226 

718               0 

0 

6.944 

12.022 

10 

0 

12.032 

45,072 

1.771              55 

0 

46,698 

46.157 

215 

0 

48.372 

TOTAL  APPROPRIATED  O&M 

2B4.300 

4.382      10.680 

29.309 

328.681 

288.759 

14.372 

26.193 

329.324 

LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIt^ 

DEVELOPMENT  FUND; 

Colorado  River  Basin  Project 

0 

0      87.288 

0 

97.256 

0 

87.326 

0 

67.326 

Inlereat  Payment 

Subtotal  -  LCRBDF 

0 

0      46.357 

0 

46.357 

0 

48,258 

0 

46.258 

0 

0   133.625 

0 

133.625 

0 

133.584 

0 

133.584 

UPPER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  FUND 

Consumptive  Use  Studies 

0 

0           250 

0 

250 

0 

250 

0 

250 

Dolores 

0 

0           301 

0 

301 

0 

422 

0 

422 

Emergency  Funds 

0 

0           SOO 

0 

500 

0 

SOO 

0 

SOO 

Initial  Unlta 

0 

3.709     31.016 

0 

34.725 

0 

28,114 

0 

28.114 

Participating  Units 

0 

3.013               0 

0 

3.013 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Quality  ol  Water  Studies 

0 

0           250 

0 

250 

0 

250 

0 

250 

Safety  Evaluation  of  Existing  Dams 

0 

0           300 

0 

300 

0 

300 

0 

300 

Seedskadaa 

Subtotal  -  UCRBF 

0 

0           720 

0 

720 

0 

817 

0 

617 

0 

8.722     33.337 

0 

40.059 

0 

30,453 

0 

30.453 

2/ 

2/ 

2/ 

2/ 

PERMANENT  APPROPRIATION: 

Colorado  River  Dam  Fund 

Boulder  Canyon 

27.460 

2.151                0 

0 

29.831 

29.447 

0 

0 

29.447 

Interest  Payment 

3.636 

0               0 

0 

3.838 

11.500 

0 

0 

11.500 

Payment  to  Stales 
SubtoUl  -  CROP 

600 

0               0 

0 

800 

600 

0 

0 

600 

31.718 

2.151                0 

0 

33.687 

41.547 

0 

0 

41.547 

TOTAL  O&M  PROGRAM 

318.016 

13.235    177,652 

3i 

29.309 

538.212 

330.306 

178.408 
3/ 

28,183 

534.808 

1/  The  other  Federal  contribution  In  the  Indian  Water  Right  Settloment  Pro|ecl  Is  the  Interest  on  the  cooperative  funda  authorized  under 

Title  III.  Southern  Arizona  Water  RIghta  Settlement  Act,  P.  L.  67-283.  dated  October  1982. 
2/  Includes  $33,232,426  in  revenue!  and  $105,000  In  water  user  advances  In  FY  1995  and  $30,358,000  In  revenues  and 

S&S.OOO  In  water  user  advances  In  FY  1996 
3/  Does  not  Include  In -kind  services  of  $11,000  In  FY  1995  and  $28,000  In  FY  1996. 
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OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

APPROPRIATION  FINANCED 

PROGRAMS 

(Projects) 


351 


Location 
DMcription 


%ork 
continuing 


Boise  Area  Projects 
Idaho,  Oregon 

The  projocts  are  located  In  southwestern  Idaho  and  In  eastern  Oregoa 

The  pro]ects  provide  irrigation  water  for  about  377,000  acres  and  hydropower, 
flood  control,  recreation,  arxJ  fish  and  wBdlife  benefits.  The  projects  consist  d 
four  storage  dams  and  reservoirs,  two  diversion  dams,  recreation  areas  at  ttirae 
reservoirs,  arxJ  three  powerplants  with  a  combined  generating  capacity  of 
51,500  kDowatts  and  average  generation  of  atXHrt  210,000,000  kilowatt-hours. 
Canals,  water  distribution  systems,  and  other  storage  facilities  are  operated  and 
maintained  by  the  water  users. 


The  request  Includes  $4,188,000  for  continuing  the  operation  and  maintenance 
functions  of  the  projects  including  expenses  such  as  personnel  costs,  materials 
and  supplies,  and  management  of  recreation  areas.  This  amount  includes 
$35,000  for  various  continuing  replacements,  additions,  and  extraordinary 
maintenance  items. 


Workttarting 
in  FY  1996 


The  request  includes  $20,000  for  life  safety  modificattons  at  Anderson  Ranch 
Powerplant  and  Arrowrrock  Dam  and  $10,000  for  emergency  generator  at 
Anderson  Ranch  Powerplant.   In  addition,  $40,000  Is  requested  for  extraordinary 
maintenance  for  replacing  the  valve  control  piping  at  Arrowrock  Dam.  The 
request  also  includes  $120,000  for  initiating  a  resource  management  plan  which 
will  Include  all  of  the  resources  In  and  around  Black  Canyon  Resen/oir  and  the 
area  below  the  dam. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  increase  is  primarily  due  to  new  work  starting  in  FY  1996,  stronger 
empiiasis  on  resource  management,  arxJ  increased  recreation  management 
activities. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program     $3,841,000*  FY  1996  request 


$4,378,000* 


•  Excludes  $410,000  in  FY  1995  and  $2,260,000  in  FY  1996  for  BonnevBle  Power  Administration  funding 
for  repair/rebuild  of  the  three  turbine  generators  at  Boise  Diversion  Dam  Powerplant. 
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Cachuma  Project 

Califomia 


Location 
Description 


Work 
continuing 


Work  starting 
FY  1996 


This  pro|ect  Is  located  In  southern  California. 

The  Cachuma  Project  facilities  consist  of  five  storage  dams  and  reservoirs,  two 
tunnels  totalling  7.5  miles,  24.3  miles  of  conduit,  arxj  various  distribution 
systems.  The  project  provides  supplemental  Irrigation  water  to  approximately 
38,000  acres  and  a  supply  of  municipal  water  to  the  city  of  Santa  Bartiara  and 
other  urban  areas  located  in  Santa  Bart>ara  County  on  the  southem  slope  of  the 
Santa  Ynez  Mountains.  Project  facilities  also  are  operated  to  provide  recreation 
benefits.   Bradbury  Dam  and  Reservoir  are  operate  arvj  maintained  by 
Reclamation.  Operation  and  maintenance  of  all  other  project  facilities  are 
performed  by  the  water  users. 


The  request  includes  $700,000  of  which  $312,000  is  for  the  routine  operation 
and  maintenance  function  at  Bradbury  Dam  and  Reservoir  which  includes 
personnel  costs,  materials  and  supplies,  minor  contracts,  and  other  related 
actlvrties.  An  amount  of  $388,000  is  included  for  resource  management 
activities  which  began  in  FY  1994,  including  land  management  reviews, 
compliance  with  environmental  laws  and  policies,  erosion  control  and  fiabltat 
improvement. 


The  request  also  includes  $16,000  to  rehabilitate  the  spillway  gates  at  Bradbury 
Dam. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  cfiange  Includes  an  increase  for  routine  operation  and  maintenance 
activities  to  provide  a  more  adequate  level  of  funding  for  aging  facilities.  Also 
included  are  increases  for  critical  resource  management  issues  Involving  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act;  NEPA  and  ESA  activities,  which  include 
Section  7  consultations;  meeting  the  requirements  of  the  resulting  biological 
opinion;  and  Implementing  endangered  species  recovery  plans.  The  change 
also  reflects  an  Increase  for  negotiation  and  renewal  of  water  service  contracts 
and  responding  to  lawsuits  Involving  endangered  and  threatened  species  and 
water  rights  Issues  in  the  Santa  Ynez  River.  In  addition,  increases  are  Included 
for  habitat  Improvement,  erosion  control,  and  negotiation  and  administration  of 
recreation,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  concession  agreements. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


FY  1995  program         $239,000 


FY  1996  request 


$716,000 
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Location 
Description 


Carlsbad  Project 

New  Mexico 

This  project  is  located  in  southeastern  New  Mexico. 

The  program  consists  of  facflities  associated  with  Sumner  Dam  and  l^l(e 
Sumr>er,  Brantley  Dam  arxj  Reservoir,  Avaion  Dam  and  Reservoir,  and  a 
210-mile  distribution  and  drainage  system  to  Irrigate  25,055  acres  in  the 
Carlsbad  irrigation  District  The  above  facilities  provide  Irrigation,  flood  control, 
and  recreation  benefits.  Reclamation  reirnburses  the  water  users  for  the 
rranreimbursable  portions  of  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  of 
multipurpose  facilities. 


Worit 
continuing 


Changes  from 
PT 1995 


The  request  of  $1 ,355,000  includes  $447,000  for  continuing  O&M  activities 
such  as  personnel  costs,  supplies  and  materials,  and  miscellaneous  equipment 
replacements.   In  addition,  the  request  Includes  $347,000  for  contract 
completion  of  a  5-year  study  of  the  threatened  Bluntnose  Shiner  fish;  and 
$226,000  for  continuation  of  the  Brantley  wildlife  O&M  contract  with  the  State 
of  New  Mexico  Department  of  Game  and  Fish.  Also,  funds  of  $1 76,000  to 
reimburse  ttie  Carlsbad  irrigation  District  for  operating  the  nonreimbursable 
portion  of  the  dams;  $68,000  for  continued  public  access  and  safety  activities. 
Including  a  review  of  all  Federal  facilities  for  public  access  and  alterations  to 
comply  with  deficiencies  cited  In  the  previous  review  are  Included. 
Additionally,  furxjs  of  $43,000  for  continued  land  management  activities  for  oH 
and  gas  leases,  grazing  leases,  and  tx>undary  monitoring;  $33,000  for 
continuing  flood  control  activities  such  as  O&M  of  the  Pecos  River  Basin  data 
collection  platforms;  and  $15,000  for  continuation  of  the  contract  with  tiie  U.S. 
Geological  Survey  for  water  measurement  are  Included. 


The  increase  irududes  the  furxJs  for  completing  tiie  five-year  Bluntnose  Shiner 
study,  which  began  in  FY  1992.   (There  was  no  funding  for  the  study  In  FY 
1995.)  In  addition,  requirements  for  costs  associated  with  O&M  of  Sumner 
Dam  and  Lalce  and  Brantley  Dam  and  Reservoir  have  Increased. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program       $755,000  FY  1996  request 


$1,355,000 
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Location 
Description 


Work 

continuing 


Central  Valley  Pro|ect 

American  River  Division 
Califomia 

This  project  is  located  In  the  east-central  part  of  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin 
Valley  in  El  Dorado,  Placer,  Sacramento,  and  San  Joaquin  Counties,  Califomia. 

The  American  River  Division  facDitles  Include  three  storage  dams  and 
reservoirs,  two  hydroelectric  powerplants,  one  pumping  plant,  one  fish 
hatchery  and  26.7  miles  of  canal.  The  project  benefits  include  irrigation, 
municipal  and  industrial  water,  power,  flood  control,  water  quality,  recreation 
arxi  fish  and  wildlife  protection  arvj  enfiancemenL 


The  request  includes  $2,980,000  to  continue  operation  and  nuintenance  (O&M) 
activities.  Included  is  $2,034,000  to  operate  and  maintain  multipurpose  facilities 
which  provide  water  storage  arxJ  supply,  power  generation,  flood  control,  and 
water  quality  control.  Continuing  resource  management  includes  public  larxj 
management,  recreation,  and  fish  arvj  wildlife  activities.  Also  included  Is 
$946,000  for  0&f\^  of  the  Nimbus  Fish  Hatchery  under  a  cooperative  agreement 
with  the  State  of  California. 


Work  starting 
In  FY  1996 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  request  also  provides  $1,480,000  for  woric  beginning  in  FY  1996  which 
Includes  $1,100,000  for  phase  4  modifications  to  the  Nimbus  Fish  Hatchery  and 
$380,000  for  life  safety  code  corrections  at  Folsom  Dam  and  Powerplant. 


The  change  Includes  decreases  In  operation  and  maintenance  costs  and  the 
hazardous  materials  management  program,  partially  offset  by  Increases  for 
phase  4  nKXJificatlons  to  the  Nimtxjs  Fish  Hatchery  and  for  life  safety  code 
corrections  at  Folsom  Dam  and  Powerplant 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 
FY  1995  program     $6,434,000  FY  1996  request 


$4,460,000 
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Location 


Description 


Central  Valley  Project 

Detta  DMsion 
California 

The  Delta  Division  Is  located  in  Alameda,  Contra  Costa,  Fresno,  Merced, 
Sacramento,  and  Stanislaus  Counties  In  central  CalKomia. 

The  Detta  Division  facDIties  include  164.4  mPes  of  canal,  one  pumping  plant 
arxl  switchyard,  and  the  Tracy  fish  collecting  facilities.  The  Delta  Division 
provides  supplemental  irrigation  service  to  181,582  acres,  full  irrigation  service 
to  45,648  acres,  and  a  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  of  100,104  acre- 
feet.  The  division  also  provides  fish  and  wildlife,  flood  control,  navigation, 
recreation,  and  water  quality  benefits. 


Work 

continuing 


The  request  provides  $9,119,000  to  continue  operation  and  ntaintenance 
(O&M)  activities.  Included  is  $7,560,000  to  operate  and  maintain  multipurpose 
tacPities  which  provide  for  the  transport  of  water  through  the  central  portion  of 
tfie  Central  Valley  including  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta.  Continuing 
resource  management  activities  include  recreation,  land  n^nagement  and  fish 
and  wildlife  activities  including  the  Tracy  Rsh  collecting  facility.  The  request 
also  Includes  $870,000  for  payment  to  the  State  of  Califomia  for  fish  losses  at 
the  Tracy  Fish  Collecting  Facility,  $550,000  for  mitigation  activities  at  the  Tracy 
Pumping  Plant,  and  $139,000  for  the  hazardous  materials  management 
program. 


Cliange*  from 
FY  1995 


The  changes  Include  decreases  in  payments  to  the  State  of  Califomia  for  fish 
losses  at  the  Tracy  Pumping  Plant.  The  payments  decreased  tiased  on 
discussions  with  the  State  regarding  specific  tasl<s  to  be  accomplished  in  FY 
1996.  There  also  were  decreases  in  replacement,  addition,  and  extraordinary 
maintenance  items,  and  In  the  fiazardous  materials  management  program.  Tfie 
decreases  are  partially  offset  by  increases  in  routine  operation  and 
maintenance  activities  and  mitigation  activities  at  the  Tracy  Pumping  Plant. 


Summarized  Hnancial  Data 
FY  1995  program     $9,669,000  FY  1996  request 


$9,119,000 
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Location 


Description 


Central  VaOey  Project 

East  Side  Division 
Callfomia 

The  East  Side  Division  Is  located  In  Alpine,  Calaveras,  San  Joaquin,  Stanislaus, 
and  Tuolumne  Counties,  Callfomia. 

The  East  Side  Division  facHlties  Indude  New  Melones  Dam.  Lake,  and 
Powerplant.  The  lake  has  a  capacity  of  2.4  mfllion  acre-feet.  The  two-unit 
powerplant  has  an  Installed  capacity  of  300  megawatts  and  produces 
approximately  455  million  kflowatt-hours  of  energy  annually.  This  division  also 
provMes  flood  control.  Irrigation,  municipal  and  Industrial  water  supply,  fishery 
enhancement,  water  quality  improvement,  and  recreation.   Irrigation  and 
storage  facyities  have  been  developed  on  the  Stanislaus  River  both  upstream  ' 
and  downstream  of  New  Melones  Dam. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  provides  $1,579,000  for  continued  operation  and  maintenance  of 
multipurpose  facRitles.  Also  included  is  $235,000  for  continuing  resource 
management  activities  for  recreatkMi,  land  management,  and  water  rights. 


Work  starting 
in  FY  1996 


The  request  provkjes  $28,000  for  nKxJIficatlons  to  restrooms  at  the  New 
Melones  recreation  areas  for  access  for  persons  with  disabilities. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  Includes  Increases  for  routine  operation  and  maintenance  and 
ongoing  resource  management  activities. 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 

FY  1995  program     $1,776,000  FY  1996  request 


$1,842,000 
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Central  Valley  Project 

Friant  Division 
CalHomia 


DMcription 


Work 
continiiing 


The  Friant  Division  is  iocated  in  Fresno,  Kem,  Madera,  and  Tulare  Counties, 
Califomia. 

The  nnain  faclltles  of  the  Friant  Division  are  one  storage  dam  and  reservoir  and 
187  mies  of  canal.  The  division  provides  for  storage  for  Irrigation  and 
transportation  of  surplus  northern  Califomia  water  through  the  southern  part  of 
the  semiarid  Central  Valley.  The  division  also  provides  groundwater  overdraft, 
flood  control,  and  municipal  arxJ  industrial  benefits. 


The  request  provides  $5,729,000  to  continue  operation  and  malntenar>ce 
(O&M)  activities.  Included  is  $5,325,000  to  operate  and  maintain  multipurpose 
taclities.  Also  included  Is  $404,000  for  environmental  compliance  related  to 
water  service  contract  renewals  and  for  the  hazardous  materials  management 
program. 


Work  starting 
in  FY  1996 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  request  also  provides  $3,400,000  for  repairs  to  the  drum  gates  on  Friant 
Dam. 


The  change  includes  an  Increase  to  repair  the  drum  gates  on  Friant  Dam 
partially  offset  by  decreases  In  O&M  costs,  environmental  compliance  activities, 
and  the  hazardous  materials  management  program. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program     $9,081,000  FY  1996  request 


$9,129,000 
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Location 


Description 


Wori( 
continuing 


Change*  from 
FY1995 


Central  Valley  Project 

Project  General 
California 

Tills  program  encompasses  the  entire  Central  Valley  of  California.  Tiie 
boundary  extervJs  from  tiie  Cascade  Range  In  tiie  nortii  to  tiie  fertile  plains 
along  tiie  Kem  River  In  tiie  South. 

Project  General  includes  tiie  administration  and  coordination  of  activities  that 
have  a  scope  that  extends  lieyond  only  one  or  two  divisions  or  units  of  tiie 
Central  Valley  Project  (CVP),  activities  tiiat  Involve  setting  project-wide  policy, 
and  special  empiiasis  activities  tiiat  have  project-wide  Implications. 


The  request  of  $9,052,000  provides  $5,419,000  to  continue  the  administration, 
coordination,  and  policy  setting  for  the  hazardous  materials  management 
program;  compliance  with  tiie  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  and 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA);  and  water  mari<etlng,  contract 
administration,  and  water  rights  activities.  Also  included  are  site  specific  water 
service  contract  renewals;  water  quality  monitoring;  recreation  and  fish  and 
widlife  management:  wetlands;  excess  land  disposal;  and  negotiation  and 
administration  of  contracts  and  agreements  for  operation  and  maintenance 
(O&M)  of  canals  and  fish  faclitles;  and  the  management  of  otiier  natural 
resources.  The  request  also  provides  $3,633,000  for  special  emphasis  activities 
which  include  Kesterson  monitoring  and  evaluation,  natural  resource  damage 
assessments,  compliance  with  tiie  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and 
Repatriation  Act  (NAGPRA),  the  CVP/State  Water  Project  model  and  data 
development,  the  North  American  Waterfowl  Management  Plan,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  Suisun  Marsh  faclitles  and  South  Delta  barriers  by  tiie 
State  of  California,  and  tiie  D-1485  Bay-Delta  environmental  impact  statement 


The  change  includes  increases  for  sKe  specific  water  service  contract  renewals, 
the  iiazardous  materials  management  program,  tMGPRA,  and  NEPA/ESA 
activities,  which  are  partially  offset  by  decreases  for  Kesterson  monitoring  and 
evaluation,  natural  resource  damage  assessments,  water  mariceting,  contract 
administration,  and  water  rigiits  activities,  and  for  fish  and  wOdlife  and 
recreation  management  activities. 

Summarized  Financial  Data 

FY  1995  program     $8,579,000  FY  1996  request  $9,052,000 
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Location 
DMcrlptkNi 


Work 
continuing 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


Central  VaOey  Project 

Sacramento  River  Division 
CalHomia 

The  Sacramento  River  Division  is  located  in  Colusa,  Glenn,  and  Tehama 
Counties  in  northern  Callfomia 

The  Sacramento  River  Division  faclltles  include  one  diversion  dam,  one 
pumping  plant,  and  135  mies  o»  canal  and  fish  faclltles.  The  division  provides 
supplemental  brigatlon  service  to  105,199  acres  and  full  Irrigation  sen/lce  to 
34.319  acres.  The  division  benefits  Include  Inlgatlon,  flood  control,  recreation, 
and  fish  and  vvMltfe  pratectioa 

The  request  provides  $2,959,000  for  routine  operation  and  maintenance  of 
multipurpose  faclltles. 

The  Increase  includes  an  Increase  In  routine  operation  and  maintenance 
activities,  partially  offset  by  a  decrease  In  the  hazardous  materials  management 
program. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program     $2,950,000  FY  1996  request 


$2,959,000 
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Location 


Description 


Central  Valley  Project 

San  Luis  Unit 
Califomia 

The  San  IojIs  Unit  is  located  near  i.os  Banos  on  the  west  side  of  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley  and  30  miles  southwest  of  Fresno,  California  in  Fresno,  Kings, 
and  Merced  Counties. 

The  joint-use  facilities,  of  which  the  operation  and  maintenance  is  funded  by 
both  the  Bureau  arxJ  the  State  of  Califomia,  consist  of  2  storage  dams  and 
reservoirs,  2  detention  dams  and  reservoirs,  one  pump-generating  plant,  one 
pumping  plant,  and  101.3  miles  of  canal.  The  Federal-only  facilities  consist  of 
two  pumping  plants,  188  mfles  of  drain,  and  11.6  miles  of  canal.  The  San  Luis 
Unit  furnishes  approximately  1 .25  million  acre-feet  of  water  as  a  supplemental 
Irrigation  supply  to  some  600,000  acres  located  in  the  western  portion  of 
Fresno,  Kings,  and  Merced  counties.  The  unit  also  provides  recreation  and 
flood  control  benefits. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  provides  $8,293,000  to  operate  and  maintain  multipurpose 
facilities. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  cfiange  Includes  decreases  in  routine  operation  and  maintenance  activities 
and  in  replacement,  additions,  and  extraordinary  maintenance  items. 

Summarized  Rnancial  Data 

FY  1995  program     $9,307,000  FY  1996  request  $8,293,000 
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LocatkMi 
DMcriptkMi 


Central  VaOey  Proiect 

Shasta  Division 
Califomia 

The  Shasta  DMskxi  Is  located  In  Shasta  County  In  northeastern  Califomia. 

The  Shasta  DMslon  faclltles  Include  two  storage  dams  and  resen/oirs.  two 
hydroelectric  powerplants,  2.5  mies  of  pipeline,  and  a  fish  hatchery.  The 
division  provides  supplemental  Irrigation  service  to  499,694  acres,  10,710  acre- 
feet  annuaOy  for  municipal  and  Industrial,  arxj  gerieration  of  614,000  klowatts 
of  hydropower.  Also  provided  are  fish  and  wildlife,  flood  control  and  navigation 
benefits. 


Worfc 
continuing 


The  request  provides  $6,819,000  to  continue  routine  operation  and 
maintenance  activities.  Included  is  $6,359,000  to  operate  arxJ  maintain 
multipurpose  facilities  and  $460,000  for  the  hazardous  materials  management 
program 

The  request  also  provides  $125,000  to  continue  repairs  to  Vhe  Shasta  Dam  gate 
flU  and  bypass  pipe. 


Work  starting 
In  FY  1996 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  request  Includes  $674,000  for  work  beginning  In  FY  1996.  This  Includes 
$476,000  for  environmental  compliance  for  water  service  contract  renewals, 
$170,000  for  life  safety  code  corrections  to  Shasta  Dam  and  Keswick 
Powerplants,  and  $28,000  for  a  wetlands  program. 


The  change  Includes  Increases  for  routine  operatk)n  and  maintenance 
activities,  the  hazardous  materials  management  program,  and  for  new 
programs  wtifeh  include  environmental  compliance  for  water  service  contracts, 
life  safety  code  correctkxw,  and  a  wetlands  program.  These  Increases  are 
partially  offset  by  a  decrease  for  replacement,  addltk>ns,  and  extraordinary 
mairtenaiKe  Hems. 


Summarized  Fiitancial  Data 
FY  1995  program     $8,653,000  FY  1996  request 


$7,618,000 
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Location 
Description 


Wwk 

continuing 


Central  VaBey  Prafecl 

Trinity  RK/er  Division 
Callfomla 

The  Trinity  RK/er  Division  is  located  In  Trinity  and  HumtMldt  Counties  In 
northwestern  Callfomia. 

The  Trinity  River  Division  fadlties  indude  four  powerpiants,  three  storage 
dams,  and  one  diversion  dam.  13.1  mUes  of  tunnels,  and  one  fish  hatchery. 
The  fadlties  provide  fuD  irrigation  service  to  6,676  acres  and  supplemental 
water  service  to  7,121  acres,  4,810  acre-feet  annually  for  municipal  and 
industrial  use,  and  generation  of  397,350  idowatts  of  hydroelectric  power. 


The  request  lr)ciudes  $2,087,000  for  routine  operation  and  maintenance  of 
multipurpose  facOlties  and  $2,400,000  for  the  Trinity  River  Restoration  Program. 


Wor1(  starting 
InFYIMe 


Change*  from 
FY  1995 


The  request  includes  $143,000  for  mitigation  activities  at  the  Trinity  FHsh 
Hatchery. 


The  change  Includes  a  decrease  in  routine  operation  and  maintenarK», 
partially  offs^  by  an  increase  for  mitigation  activities  at  tlie  Trinity  Fish 
Hatchery. 


Summarized  Flnanciai  Data 
FY  1995  program     $5,554,000  FY  1996  request 


$4,630,000 
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Location 


Description 


Work 

continuing 


Central  Valley  Project 

Water  and  Power  Operations 
California 

The  CVP  Water  and  Power  Operations  office  is  iocated  near  tfie  regional  office 
and  the  IHydro  Systems  Control  Branch  is  located  at  the  Fdsom  Powerplant  in 
Sacranoento  County. 

The  CVP  Water  and  Power  Operations  office  is  responsible  for  annual  water 
supply  allocations  for  the  CVP  with  forecasted  hydroelectric  power  generation 
capabDIty.  The  program  includes  management  of  the  water  resources  of  the 
CVP  including  maintenance  of  daOy  water  and  power  schedules,  flood  control, 
compliance  with  statutory  requirements,  the  Coordinated  Operating  Agreement 
(P.L  99-546),  and  needs  of  the  Western  Area  Power  Administration.  The  office 
also  operates  and  maintains  a  supervisory  control  and  data  acquisition  system 
to  control  and  monitor  operations  of  project  facilities  at  16  dams  and 
reservoirs,  1 1  hydroelectric  power  generating  plants,  2  pump-storage  power 
gerterating  plants,  and  at  various  remote  data  coliectlon  sites  to  comply  with 
water  permit  and  environmental  requirements. 


The  request  of  $2,579,000  provides  for  routine  operation  and  maintenance 
activities. 


Change*  from 
FY  IMS 


The  change  reflects  a  decrease  due  to  office  relocation  costs  in  FY  1995. 

Summarized  Rnancial  Data 
FY  1995  program     $3,809,000  FY  1996  request  $2,579,000 
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Location 
Description 


Work 
continuing 


Woric  starting 
in  FY  1996 


Central  Valley  Project 

Central  Valley  Improvement  Act 
Callfomb 

This  program  Is  located  In  the  north  and  central  portions  of  California. 

This  program  was  estat)lished  pursuant  to  Tide  34  of  Public  Law  102-575  to 
provide  restoration,  improvenrient,  and  other  fish  and  wildlife  activities  in  the 
Central  Valley  Project  area  of  California. 


Funding  of  $7,239,000  is  Included  for  ongoing  Items  required  by  Public  Law 
102*575  which  Includes  operation  of  an  inigation  training  and  research  water 
conservation  center;  Trinity  River  flow  studies;  programs  to  evaluate  CVP  flow 
starxJards,  objectives  and  diversion  limits,  the  effects  of  pulse  flow  fluctuations, 
and  carryover  storage  at  Sacramento  and  Trinity  River  reservoirs;  and  follow  up 
activities  on  the  programmatic  environmental  impact  statement  which  will 
substantially  be  complete  by  the  end  of  FY  1995. 


The  request  provides  $819,000  for  activities  pertaining  to  v\^ter  acquisition, 
project  benefits,  water  transfers,  water  contracts,  water  supplies  for  wildlife 
refuges,  and  for  miscellaneous  water  conservation  activities  required  by  Public 
Law  102-575. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  changes  include  increases  for  the  Mid-Pacific  Region  Irrigation  Training 
and  Water  Conservation  Center  and  for  new  activities  required  by  Public  Law 
102-575.  These  increases  are  partially  offset  by  decreases  in  funding  for  the 
programmatic  environmental  impact  statement  and  the  Trinity  River  flow 
studies. 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 

FY  1995  program     $6,692,000  FY  1996  request 


$8,058,000 
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Collbran  Project 

Colorado 

Location  This  project  is  located  in  western  Colorado. 

DMcrtptlon  The  Collbran  Project  developed  major  parts  of  the  unused  water  In  Plateau 

Creek  and  Its  principal  tributaries.  The  project  consists  of  the  Vega  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  two  powerplants,  two  major  diversion  dams,  37  miles  of  canal,  and 
about  18  miles  of  pipeline  and  penstock.  The  project  provkles  full  Irrigatton  for 
2,500  acres,  and  supplemental  irrigation  for  19.000  acres.  The  two 
powerplants  have  a  combined  generating  capacity  of  13,500  kilowatts.  The 
Collbran  Water  Conservancy  District  operates  all  Irrigation  facilities  and 
Reclamation  operates  the  power  facilities. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  of  $756,000  Is  for  continuing  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M) 
expenses  such  as  personnel  costs,  supplies  and  materials,  and  land  resources 
management  activities. 


Ctianges  from 
FY  1995 


The  decrease  Is  due  primarily  to  the  completion  of  Cottonwood  Dam  No.  3 
and  the  decision  not  to  rehabilitate  any  more  dams.  It  has  been  detemiined 
that  the  costs  to  rehabilitate  the  dams  would  exceed  benefits  and  the  power 
generation  costs  would  be  excessive  with  no  market  for  the  additional  power 
that  may  be  generated. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 

FY  1995  program     $1,426,000  FY  1996  request 


$756,000 
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Location 
Detcription 


Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project 
Grand  Valley  Unit,  Title  II 

Colorado 

This  project  is  located  In  western  Colorado. 

The  project  provides  for  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  of  portions  of  the 
West  End  Government  HigNine  Canal  and  completed  laterals  for  salinity 
control  purposes.   Project  acquired  mitigation  land  for  fish  and  wildlife 
purposes  will  also  be  administered. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  of  $733,000  Includes  $276,000  to  reimburse  the  Grand  Valley 
Water  Users  Association  and  $228,000  for  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  for 
O&M  costs  relating  to  salinity  control  and  mitigation  measures,  along  with 
$229,000  for  Reclamation  supen/ison  and  land  resources  mar^gement 
activities. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  is  due  to  increased  reimbursements  to  the  Grand  Valley  Water 
Users  Association  for  work  planned  for  FY  1996;  increased  O&M  costs  relating 
to  salinity  control  and  mitigation  measures  for  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife; 
and  an  increase  in  routine  O&M  and  land  resources  nianagement  activities. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program       $432,000  FY  1996  request 


$733,000 
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Location 
Description 


Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project 
Lower  Gunnison  Basin  Unit,  Title  11 

Colorado 

This  project  is  located  in  western  Colorado. 

The  project  provides  for  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  of  portions  of  the 
Tri-County  System  Improvements  for  salinity  control  purposes. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  of  $432,000  is  for  payment  to  three  water  user  entities  which 
offsets  tlie  cost  differences  of  delivering  winter  water  through  a  rural  domestic 
water  system  in  lieu  of  delivering  water  through  the  water  user  entities 
distribution  systems  (an  open  canal  system).  Water  which  runs  through  the 
canal  during  the  non-Irrigation  season  seeps  from  the  canal  and  picl<s  up  salt 
as  It  returns  to  the  river.  Reclamation  has  contracted  with  the  Uncompahgre 
Valley  Water  Users  to  purchase  825  acre-feet  of  treated  municipal  and 
irxjustrial  water  to  replace  the  winter  water  In  the  open  canal  system.   By  using 
the  domestic  water  system  to  deliver  water  to  livestock  instead  of  the  open 
canal,  salinity  in  the  Colorado  River  is  reduced. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  Is  due  to  the  Increased  O&M  payments  to  the  Uncompahgre 
Valley  Water  Users. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program       $416,000  FY  1996  request 


$432,000 
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Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project 
Paradox  Valley  Unit,  Title  11 

Colorado 

Location  This  project  is  located  in  southwestern  Colorado. 

Description  The  project  provides  for  the  operation  and  nnaintenance  (O&M)  of  a  brine-well 

field,  treatment  facilities,  brine  injection  facility,  associated  pipelines  and  roads, 
and  seismic  network.  The  purpose  of  this  program  is  salinity  control.   Benefits 
will  be  derived  by  users  of  Colorado  River  water  both  within  and  outside  the 
Colorado  River  Basin.   By  Improving  the  quality  of  water,  savings  would  be 
associated  with  municipal  and  industrial  use  primarily  from  decreased  costs  for 
water  treatment,  reduced  pipe  corrosion  and  appliance  wear,  decreased  use  of 
soaps  and  detergents,  improved  palatability  of  drinking  water,  and  greater 
potential  for  water  reuse.  For  irrigators,  the  salinity  reduction  would  result  In 
increased  crop  yields,  more  uniform  crop  patterns,  decreased  leaching  and 
drainage  requirements,  and  decreased  management  costs. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  includes  $2,785,000  for  continuing  O&M  expenses,  including  O&M 
of  major  features  transfen-ed  to  O&M  status  near  the  end  of  FY  1995. 
Resource  management  work  also  is  continuing. 


Work  starting 
in  FY  1996 


In  addition,  the  request  includes  $65,000  for  replacement  items  to  rebuild 
pumps. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  Increase  reflects  a  full  year's  funding  for  major  project  features  which  wOl 
be  transferred  to  O&M  status. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program       $859,000  FY  1996  request 


$2,850,000 
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Columbia  Basin  Project 

Washington 

Location  This  project  is  located  in  central  Washington. 

Description  The  project  provides  hydroelectric  power,  irrigation,  flood  control,  navigation, 

recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  tieneftts,  and  river  regulation  for  fish  flows.  The 
project  consists  of  three  storage  dams  and  reservoirs;  three  Grand  Coulee 
powerplants  and  one  pump/generating  p>lant  with  a  combined  generating 
capacity  of  6,494,000  kUcwatts  and  an  annual  generation  of  alxiut 
21 ,000,000,000  kWh;  and  their  associated  switchyards,  transmission  lines,  and 
feeder  canal.  There  are  27  generators,  six  pump/generators,  and  six  pumping 
units  on  ttie  project  Water  distribution  systems  and  other  storage  facilities  are 
operated  by  the  water  users. 


Work 

continuing 


The  FY  1996  request  includes  $37,746,000  for  continuing  the  operation  and 
maintenance  (O&M)  functions  of  the  project  including  expenses  such  as 
personnel  and  indirect  costs,  materials  and  supplies,  and  service  contracts. 
Also  included  is  Reclamation's  participation  as  a  lead  agency  in  a 
comprehensive  system  operation  review  of  the  Federal  facilities  that  are 
included  in  the  Columbia  River  Coordinated  power  system.   Other  ongoing 
work  is  the  O&M  of  the  l-eavenworth,  Entiat,  and  Winthrop  National  Fish 
Hatchery  Complex  for  mitigating  the  impacts  of  Grand  Coulee  Dam  on  the 
anadromous  fishery:  downstream  stabilization  monitoring;  noxious  weed 
control;  and  operation  of  the  tourist  facility. 

Funds  of  $2,600,000  are  for  various  continuing  replacements,  additions,  and 
extraordinary  maintenance  items.   In  addition,  $1,400,000  is  for  Left  Powerhouse 
fire  safety  modifications,  which  consist  of  constructing  flre-rated  enclosed 
stairways,  fire-rated  vertical  shafts,  fire  evacuation  alarm  systems,  emergency 
lighting  systems,  fixed  Are  extinguishing  systems,  heating,  ventilation,  and  air 
conditioning  modifications,  arvj  outside  stairways. 


Work  starting 
in  FY  1996 


The  request  includes  $315,000  to  initiate  resource  management  plans  for 
Potholes  and  Scooteney  Reservoirs  areas. 


Clianges  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  reflects  completion  of  replacements,  additions,  and  extraordinary 
maintenance  Items. 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 
FY  1995  program  $41,202,000*  FY  1996  request 


$38,061,000* 


*  Excludes  $8,250,000  in  FY  1995  and  $5,805,000  in  FY  1996  in  Bonneville  Power  Administration 
funding  for  replacement  of  stator  wirxlings  arxJ  core  iron  in  generator  units  22,  23,  and  24,  and  turbine 
runner  replacement  in  units  G1-G18. 
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Crooked  River  Project 

Oregon 

Location  This  project  is  located  in  central  Oregon. 

Description  The  project  consists  of  the  multipurpose  Ochoco  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  Arthur 

R.  Bowman  Dam  and  PrinevDIe  Reservoir.  These  facilities  are  operated  under 
contract  by  the  Ochoco  Irrigation  District.  Reclamation  provides  maintenance 
of  the  hydromet  system  for  flood  control  forecasting  and  recreation 
management  costs  of  the  areas  at  Prinevllle  Reservoir. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  of  $207,000  is  for  continuing  operation  and  maintenance  functions 
of  the  project  including  expenses  such  as  personnel  costs,  supplies  and 
materials,  flood  control  forecasting,  recreation  management,  and  miscellaneous 
replacements. 


Change*  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  Is  due  to  increased  activities  associated  with  the  recreation 
management  at  Prinevllle  Reservoir. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program        $172,000  FY  1996  request 


$207,000 
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Location 
Description 


Deschutes  Project 

Oregon 

This  project  is  located  in  central  Oregon. 

This  project  consists  of  Reclamation's  effort  to  provide  continued  flood  control 
forecasting  and  recreation  management  of  the  areas  on  Reclamation  lands  at 
l-laystact(  Reservoir.  All  remaining  project  facilities  are  operated  by  the  water 
users. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  of  $84,000  is  for  continuing  operation  and  maintenance  expenses 
Including  personnel  costs,  contracted  sen/ices  for  hydromet  maintenance, 
managemerrt  of  recreation  areas,  and  miscellaneous  equipment  replacements. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  reflects  a  minor  Increase  in  activities  associated  with  the 
recreation  management  at  Haystack  Reservoir. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program         $78,000  FY  1996  request 


$84,000 
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Dolores  Project 

Colorado 

Location  The  project  is  located  in  southwestern  Colorado. 

Description  The  Dolores  project  is  a  multipurpose  project.  Water  is  developed  from  McPhee 

Dam  for  irrigation,  municipal  and  irvjustrial  use,  power,  salinity  control, 
recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife  purposes  for  both  Indian  and  non-Indian  use. 
The  project  consists  of  McPhee  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Great  Cut  Dil<e,  six 
pumping  plants,  94  miles  of  canal  and  tunnels,  102  miles  of  lateral  pipe 
systems,  and  the  McPhee  and  Towaoc  Powerplants.  Service  Is  provided  to  the 
northwest  Dove  Creel<  area,  the  central  Montezuma  Valley  area,  and  south  to 
the  Towaoc  area  on  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Indian  Reservation. 


Worit 
continuing 


The  request  Includes  $470,000  for  personnel  costs,  materials  and  supplies,  fish 
and  wildlife,  larKJ  resources  management,  and  salinity  activities,  and  for 
payments  to  the  Dolores  Water  Conservancy  District  for  the  cost  of  operating 
the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Trit>e  portion  of  the  facilities  and  for  unused  water 
pursuant  to  Public  Law  100-585. 

Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  revenues  of  $422,000  will  provide  for  ongoing 
operation  and  mainterunce  (O&M)  of  the  powerplants. 


Work  starting 
in  FY  1996 


Contracts  in  the  amount  of  $41 ,000  will  be  avrarded  for  the  resource 
management  plan  and  wetland  mitigation. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


Changes  are  due  to  new  contract  awards  for  the  resourcemanagement  plan 
arxl  weUarx)  mitigation  as  well  as  an  irwrease  in  operating  costs  to  provide 
management  supervision,  preventive  maintenance,  arxi  general  operating  costs 
to  operate  arxj  maintain  Towaoc  and  McPhee  Powerplants. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


FY  1995  program 
UCRBF  revenues 
Total  program 


$492,000        FY  1996  request  $511,000 

301.000        UCRBF  revenues  422.000 

$793,000        Total  program  $933,000 
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Location 
Description 


Eastern  Colorado  Projects 

Colorado 

These  projects  are  located  in  eastern  Colorado. 

The  Eastern  Colorado  Projects,  incorporating  the  Colorado-Big  Thompson 
Project  and  the  Frylngpan-Ari<ansas  Project,  divert  water  from  the  western 
slope  of  the  Rocky  Mountains  to  the  eastem  slope.  The  Colorado-Big 
Thompson  Project  diverts  approximately  260,000  acre-feet  of  water  to  project 
lands.  The  Northern  Colorado  Water  Conservancy  District  apportions  the 
water  used  for  irrigation  to  more  than  120  ditches  and  60  reservoirs.   Eleven 
communities  receive  municipal  and  industrial  water  and  the  electrical  energy 
produced  from  six  powerplants  with  the  installed  capacity  of  188,350  i<W. 

The  Fryingpan-Arkansas  Project  consists  of  6  dams  and  reservoirs,  16 
diversion  structures  and  the  Mt.  Elbert  pumped-storage  powerplant  and 
switchyard  which  has  an  installed  capacity  of  200,000  kW.  The 
Fryingpan-Arkansas  Project  diverts  approximately  163,500  acre-feet  of  water 
annually  for  supplemental  irrigation  service  for  a  280,600-acre  service  area. 

Also  included  is  the  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  of  the  (.eadville  Mine 
Drainage  Tunnel  treatment  plant  which  prevents  heavy  metals  from  entering 
the  headwaters  of  the  Arkansas  River. 


Work 
continuing 


This  request  includes  $10,794,000  for  continuing  O&M  expenses  such  as 
personnel  costs,  materials  and  supplies,  administrative  expenses,  and 
payments  to  the  Northem  Colorado  Water  Conservancy  District  for 
RedamatkKi's  share  of  O&M  expenses  of  facilities  transferred  to  the  district. 
This  amount  includes  $900,000  for  continued  work  on  the  replacement  of  a 
supervisory  control  and  data  acquisition  remote  terminal  unit,  the  required 
software  needed  to  operate  and  monitor  the  projects,  and  replacement  of  the 
unit  breakers  at  the  Mt.  Elbert  powerplant. 


Work  starting 
In  FY  1996 


The  request  Includes  $800,000  for  the  replacement  of  Interrupters  and  Life 
Safety  Code  compliance  work  at  Mt.  Elbert  powerplant,  replacement  of  the 
Ratiron  powerplant  unit  breakers,  and  procurement  of  spare  parts  for 
maintaining  the  Mt  Elbert  powerplant  air  circuit  breakers. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  decrease  reflects  lower  costs  for  salaries,  contract  services,  and  materials 
and  supplies,  partially  offset  by  an  increase  for  replacement  and  additions 
Items. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program  $12,301,000  FY  1996  request 


$11,594,000 


Operatkxi  and  Maintenance  -  39 


374 


Location 


Description 


Great  Plains  Area  Projects 

Colorado,  Kansas,  Montana,  Nebraska,  Nofth  Dal(ota, 
Oldahoma,  Soutli  Dakota,  Texas,  Wyoming 

Ttiese  projects  are  located  throughout  the  States  of  North  Dakota, 
South  Dakota,  Nebraska,  Kansas,  Oklahoma,  eastem  Montana,  eastern 
Wyoming,  eastem  Colorado,  and  eastem  Texas. 

The  Great  Plains  Area  includes  the  various  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M) 
programs  within  the  Pick-Sloan  Missouri  Basin  Program  initially  authorized  by 
the  Rood  Control  Act  of  December  22,  1944,  whk:h  approved  the  general 
comprehensive  plan  for  the  conservation,  control,  and  use  of  water  resources 
in  the  entire  Missouri  River  Basin.  Also  included  are  O&M  funding 
requirements  for  cultural  resources  activities,  recreation  management,  project 
headquarters  expenses,  and  water  quality  management  activities.   Benefits 
include  power  generation  from  13  powerplants  (with  a  total  generating  capacity 
of  592,200  kW),  irrigation,  flood  control,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  recreation 
facilities. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  includes  $28,176,000  for  continuing  O&M  expenses  for  the 
projects,  such  as  personnel,  supplies  and  materials,  minor  contracts,  and  other 
related  activities,  all  of  which  are  required  for  continued  delivery  of  project 
t)enefits.   Funds  for  continuing  replacements,  additions,  and  extraordinary 
maintenance  items  also  are  included. 


Work  starting 
in  FY  1996 


The  request  also  Includes  $1 ,494,000  for  new  replacements  and  additions. 
This  includes  the  Alcova  powerplant  transformers;  the  Glendo  generator  cable; 
maintenance  shop  and  t)ackhoes  with  trailers  for  the  Indian  Municipal,  Rural 
and  Industrial  Water  Systems;  the  security  and  telephone  systems  at  Canyon 
Ferry;  the  sewage  treatment  plant  and  domestic  water  systems  at  Yeiiowtail; 
the  security  system  and  oil  skimming  system  at  Yeiiowtail;  put>lic  use  facilities 
In  the  Miracle  Mile  area  below  Kortes  Dam;  Clark  Canyon  boat  dock;  the  put)lic 
use  water  system  at  Fresno  Lake;  and  a  utility  tractor  and  trailer  at  Canyon 
Ferry. 

In  addition,  $417,000  is  requested  for  new  extraordinary  maintenance  Items. 
This  Includes  painting  the  gates  at  Boysen  and  Gray  Reef  Dams,  spillway 
repair,  x-raying  the  high  voltage  cable  at  Yeiiowtail,  arxJ  upgrading  the  crane 
controls  at  Fremont  Canyon  powerplant. 

The  numerous  work  items  being  included  in  the  request  are  discussed  by  State 
as  follows: 

Kansas-Nebraska  -  The  request  includes  $2,135,000  for  Frenchman-Cambridge 
Division,  Bostwick  Division,  Cedar  Bluffs  Unit,  Kinwin  Unit,  Webster  Unit, 
Almena  Unit,  and  Glen  Elder  UnK.  Facilities  operated  and  maintained  include 
1 1  dams  and  resen/oirs  for  the  benefit  of  Irrigation,  flood  control  and  fish  and 
wttdlife. 
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Montana  -  The  request  includes  $8,514,000  for  Canyon  Fenv  Unit,  Yellowtail 
Unit,  East  Bench  Unit,  l-lelena  Valley  Unit,  LxMver  Marias,  and  provides  for  water 
quality  and  water  management  activities. 

North  Dakota  -  The  request  includes  $3,545,000  for  Heart  Butte,  Dickinson,  and 
Jamestown  Units  which  consist  of  three  storage  dams  and  reservoirs  with 
benefits  of  irrigation,  munk^ipal  arxj  industrial  water,  fish  and  wildlife,  recreation, 
and  flood  control.  The  Garrison  municipal  and  industrial  water  system,  which 
consists  of  rural  water  systems  on  three  Indian  reservations,  is  also  included. 

South  Dakota  -  The  request  includes  $245,000  for  Angostura,  Keyhole,  Pactola, 
and  Shadehiil  Units  which  consist  of  four  dams  and  reservoirs  prin^rlly  for 
storage  of  irrigation  water. 

Wvoming  -  The  request  includes  $12,202,000  for  North  Platte  Project,  Kendrick 
Project,  Kortes  Unit,  Glendo  Unit,  Buffalo  Bill  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Shoshone 
Project,  Boysen  Unit,  and  Riverton  Unit.  These  projects  consist  of  9  dams  and 
reservoirs,  1 1  powerplants,  and  the  Shoshone  Canyon  conduit.  The  facilities 
are  operated  for  tfie  benefit  of  irrigation,  hydroelectric  power,  flood  control, 
recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife. 

Other  Activities  -  The  request  includes  $3,446,000  for  cultural  resource  and 
recreation  management  activities  at  project  facilities  located  within  all  nine 
States  in  the  Great  Plains  Region. 

Changes  from 

FY  1995  The  change  is  due  to  increased  replacement,  addition,  and  e>ctraordinary 

maintenance  items  and  various  increases  in  O&M  costs. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 

FY  1995  program    $27,283,000  FY  1996  request  $30,087,000 
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Hungry  Horse  Proled 

Montana 

Location  The  project  is  located  In  northwestern  Montana. 

Description  The  project  provides  hydroelectric  power,  flood  control,  fish  and  wPdIife,  and 

recreation  t)enefits.  The  project  consists  of  the  storage  dam  and  reservoir,  the 
powerplant  with  a  generating  capacity  of  429,000  IcRowatts  and  annual 
generation  of  948,600,000  kWh,  and  Its  associated  switchyard  and  transmission 
lines. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  includes  $1 ,924,000  for  continuing  operation  and  maintenance 
functions  of  the  project  Including  expenses  such  as  personnel,  supplies  and 
materials,  services,  and  other  related  activities,  all  of  which  are  required  for 
continued  delivery  of  project  benefits. 


Work  starting 
in  FY  1996 


The  request  also  Includes  $94,000  for  replacements  and  additions  Including 
$30,000  for  construction  of  a  flammattle  materials  storage  room  that  meets 
appllcat)le  safety  codes  for  special  thinners,  paints,  and  fuel;  $25,000  for  a 
weeing  shop  fan  system  tiiat  wDI  meet  OSHA  exiiaust  standards;  and  $10,000 
to  Initiate  zooplanlcton  monitoring  associated. with  operation  of  the  selective 
wItiKirawal  system. 

In  addition,  $100,000  Is  requested  for  extraordinary  maintenance  Items  Including 
$60,000  to  replace  road  culverts  around  IHungry  Horse  Reservoir  to  remove 
barriers  to  fish  passage  and  $30,000  to  overfiaul  the  penstocic  fixed  wheel  gates 
to  insure  reilabUlty  in  the  event  of  emergency  closure  of  the  vratenvay. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  Is  primarily  due  to  an  Increase  In  replacements,  additions,  and 
extraordinary  maintenance  Items. 


Summarized  Rnanciai  Data 


FY  1995  program      $1,890,000 


FY  1996  request 


$2,118,000* 


*  Excludes  $3,630,000  In  FY  1995  and  $3,830,000  In  FY  1996  In  Bonneville  Power  Administration 
funding  for  K1A/K4A  transformer  replacements. 
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Indian  Water  Rights  Setdement  Act  Projects 

Arizona 

Location  This  project  Is  located  In  the  Ak  Chin  Indian  Community,  in  Pinal  County, 

Arizona,  and  the  San  Xavier  and  Schuk  Toak  Districts  of  the  Tohono  O'odham 
Nation  (Nation)  which  are  both  located  in  Pima  County,  Arizona. 

Description  The  Ak  Chin  Indian  Water  Rights  Settiement  Act  (Public  l^w  98-530,  10/19/84) 

requires  the  government  to  provkie  the  Ak  Chin  Indian  Community  with  85,000 
acre-feet  of  water  needed  to  irrigate  16,000  acres  of  farm  land  annually.  The 
Act  also  requires  the  government  to  provkle  funds  for  the  operation  and 
maintenance  (O&M)  costs  associated  with  the  water  delivery  to  the  southeast 
comer  of  the  reservation  as  required  by  the  Act  and  with  no  cost  to  the 
Community. 

The  Southern  Arizona  Water  Rights  Settlement  Act  (Title  III,  Putiilc  l^w  97-293, 
10/12/82)  provkJes  the  Tohono  O'odham  Nation  with  66,000  acre-feet  of  water 
annually.  The  Schuk  Toak  New  Farms  allocation  is  16,000  acre-feet  annually 
and  the  San  Xavier  Farms  allocation  is  50,000  acre-feet  annually.  This  water 
will  be  conveyed  320  miles  through  Central  Arizona  Project  facilities  to  the 
Nation.  The  Tohono  O'odham  Nation  may  also  lease  their  water  to  other 
water  users.  The  Federal  government  remains  responsible  for  delivery  of  this 
leased  water  at  no  expense  to  the  Nation. 


Work 
continuing 


The  program  Includes  $1 1,341,000  for  continuing  the  operation  and 
maintenance  (O&M)  functions  associated  with  the  delivery  of  Central  Arizona 
Project  water  to  the  Ak  Chin  Indian  Community  ($6,391 ,000)  and  to  the 
Tohono  O'odham  Nation  ($4,950,000). 


Clianget  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  from  the  FY  1995  program  Is  based  on  an  anticipated  increase  in 
the  per  acre-foot  cost  of  water  deliveries  to  the  Ak  Chin  Indians.  The  increase 
for  O&M  of  the  Santa  Rosa  Canal  and  Ak  Chin  lateral  is  due  to  an  increase  in 
the  contracted  O&M  cost  estimates  and  minor  Increases  for  contract 
administration. 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 
FY  1995  program  $5,900,000*  FY  1996  request 


$6,391,000* 


*  Excludes  $4,250,000  In  FY  1995  and  $4,950,000  in  FY  1996  for  water  deliveries  under  the  Southern 
Arizona  Water  Rights  Settlement  Act.  These  funds  will  t>e  made  avallattle  from  a  special  O&M  fund 
estat)iished  by  the  Act.  The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  is  responsible  for  administration  of  this  fund. 
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Klamath  Project 

CalHomia,  Oregon 

Location  TNs  project  Is  located  In  north-central  California  and  In  south-central  Oregon. 

Description  The  Klamath  Project  facilities  Include  three  storage  dams,  four  diversion 

reservoirs,  37  pumping  plants,  185  miles  of  canals,  and  over  728  miles  of  drains 
which  provide  irrigation  water  to  approximately  225,000  acres  and  reduce  flows 
into  the  reclaimed  portions  of  Tule  l^ke  and  the  restricted  Tule  Lake  sumps  In 
the  Tule  Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  In  addition,  the  project  provides 
recreational  opportunities  for  day-use  visitors. 

The  Link  River  Dam  Is  operated  by  the  Pacific  Power  and  Light  Company  in 
accordance  with  project  needs.  The  ArxJerson-Rose  Dam  is  operated  by  the 
Tule  Lake  Irrigation  District,  and  the  Langell  Valley  Irrigation  District  operates  the 
Matone  and  Miller  Diversion  Dams.  The  canals  and  pumping  plants  are 
operated  by  the  various  irrigation  districts. 


Woric 
continuing 


The  request  of  $2,609,000  includes  $827,000  for  recurring  operation  and 
maintenance  costs  for  maintenance  of  buildings  and  equipment  which  are 
necessary  for  management  of  public  lands,  administration  of  farm  and  grazing 
leases,  water  rights  activities,  recreation  management,  and  hazardous  materials 
marugement  activities.  The  request  also  provides  $1 ,782,000  for  work  on  the 
Klamath  Basin  Ecosystem  Restoration  Program.  Among  the  activities  and 
topics  addressed  by  the  program  are  recovery  of  threatened  and  endangered 
species,  restoration  of  plant  and  animal  communities,  and  improved  water 
management. 


Clianges  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  includes  Increases  for  the  Klamath  Basin  Ecosystem  Restoration 
Program,  for  the  coordination  of  measures  to  protect  endangered  species  within 
the  Klamath  Project,  and  for  routine  operation  and  maintenance  activities. 


Sumniarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program         $771,000  FY  1996  request 


$2,609,000 
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Location 
Description 


Middle  Rio  Grande  Proiect 

New  Mexkx) 

This  project  is  located  in  central  New  Mexico. 

The  project  consists  of  B  Vado  Dam  and  Reservoir,  202  miles  of  the  Rio 
Graride  cfiannel  maintenance,  maintenance  through  9  Native  American 
Pueblos,  and  operation  arxj  maintenance  (O&M)  of  the  57-mile-iong,  low-flow 
channel.  The  inlgatlon  arxJ  drainage  features  of  the  project  are  operated, 
maintained,  and  funded  by  the  Middle  Rio  Grande  Conservancy  District  and 
include  three  diversion  dams,  202  miles  of  canals,  580  miles  of  laterals,  and 
405  mUes  of  drains. 


Work 
continuing 


Work  starting 
In  FY  1996 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  request  Includes  $7,925,000  for  continuing  O&M,  such  as  personnel  costs, 
supplies  and  materials,  and  other  recurring  expenses.  This  total  includes 
$810,000  for  continued  rehabilitation  of  the  low-flow  corrveyance  channel  and 
$540,000  for  various  continuing  replacement  and  addKion  items. 


The  request  Includes  $655,000.  of  which  $400,000  is  for  riprap  banic  protection 
materials,  development,  and  hauling;  $210,000  is  for  contract  costs, 
environmental  compliance  activities,  endangered  species  activities, 
engineering,  and  administrative  support  for  the  San  Marciai  Reach  of  ttie  Rio 
Grande;  and  $45,000  Is  for  various  P.L  93-638  Pueblo  contracts  to  protect 
against  flooding  and  levee  falure  and  for  water  consen/atlon. 


Most  of  tfie  decrease  reflects  the  anticipated  increase  of  cost  sharing  with 
cunent  non-Federal  partrters,  as  well  as  development  of  cost-sharing  partners 
with  new  entities.  Also,  the  amount  needed  for  replacements  and  additions  is 
less  than  that  required  In  FY  1995. 


Summarized  Rnanclal  Data 

FY  1995  program  $10,476,000  FY  1996  request 


$8,580,000 
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Milk  River  Project 

Montana 

Location  This  project  is  located  in  north-central  Montana. 

Description  Project  facilities  include  lake  Sherburne  Dann,  Fresno  Dam,  St.  Mary  Diversion 

Dam,  and  the  28-mile-long  SL  Mary  Canal.  Water  user  entities  operate  and 
maintain  the  remainder  of  the  canals  and  water  distribution  systems.  Benefits 
include  inlgation  water  for  129,100  acres,  flood  control,  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife,  and  land  resources  management 


Wori( 
continuing 


The  request  of  $206,000  provides  for  continuing  the  operation  and 
maintenance  (O&M)  function  of  the  project  to  include  expenses  such  as 
personnel  costs,  supplies  and  materials,  minor  contracts,  and  other  related 
activities. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  reflects  a  reduction  in  the  rehabilitation  work  on  St.  Mary  Canal 
headworks.  ongoing  maintenance  of  St.  Mary  Canal,  and  reevaluation  of. 
ongoing  O&M  costs. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program        $281,000  FY  1996  request 


$206,000 
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Location 


Description 


Minidoka  Area  Project 

Idaho,  Wyoming 

The  project  is  located  in  eastern  Idaho  and  a  small  portion  of  westem 
Wyoming. 

The  project  provides  hydroelectric  power,  irrigation  water  for  about  1 ,200,000 
acres,  flood  control,  recreation,  and  fish  arxJ  wildlife  tienefits.  The  project 
consists  of  eight  multipurpose  dams  and  reservoirs,  two  wildlife  mitigation 
areas,  recreation  areas  on  four  resen/oirs,  and  two  [jowerplants  with  a 
combined  generating  capacity  of  204,400  l<Howatts  and  annual  generation  of 
atx)ut  793,400,000  kWh  and  their  associated  switchyards  and  transmission 
lines.  Unit  6  at  Minidoka  Powerplant  has  been  inoperable  since  1985  because 
of  a  cracl<ed  turbine  runner.  Water  delivery  systems  are  operated  by  the  water 
users. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  includes  $8,322,000  for  continuing  operation  and  maintenance  of 
the  project  including  expenses  such  as  personnel  costs,  materials  and 
supplies,  and  other  related  activities  which  are  required  for  continued  delivery 
of  project  benefits.  This  amount  includes  $1 ,660,000  for  administrative  support 
and  technical  review  of  the  Minidoka  Powerplant  rebuild,  $355,000  for 
completion  of  the  automation  and  remote  control  of  four  powerplants  in  the 
Southem  Idaho  power  system;  $183,000  for  continuation  of  the  American  Falls 
erosion  control  program;  $100,000  to  continue  fiazardous  waste  inventories, 
monitoring  and  disposal  of  materials  and  $25,000  for  completion  of  the 
American  Falls  shoreline  cultural  resource  study. 


Work  starting 
in  FY  1996 


The  request  includes  $142,000  for  replacements  and  additions  such  as  $60,000 
for  replacement  of  damaged  Palisades  Powerplant  heat  exchanger  cooler 
tubes  which  could  lead  to  outages  and  lost  revenues  if  not  replaced;  $42,000 
for  miscellaneous  replacements  and  additions  of  tools  and  equipment;  and 
$40,000  to  initiate  replacement  of  the  project-wide  radio  system  which  is 
deteriorating  and  must  meet  current  Federal  Communications  Commission 
frequency  requirements. 

This  amount  also  includes  $263,000  for  new  resource  management  activities 
including;  $125,000  to  begin  the  Little  Wood  Resource  Management  Plan 
process  with  a  cultural  resource  study;  $88,000  for  an  interagency  study  group 
to  review  the  management  effects  on  water  quality  in  the  Henrys  Fork  river 
basin;  $25,000  to  provfeJe  for  the  range  expansion  of  the  threatened  Trumpeter 
Swan;  and  $25,000  for  development  of  a  recovery  plan  for  the  Utah  Vaivata 
endangered  snail. 

In  addition,  $75,000  Is  included  for  extraordinary  maintenance  payment  to  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  for  cleanup  of  a  hazardous  waste  site  in 
Clearfield,  Utah  which  contains  hazardous  materials  from  Minidoka  Powerplant. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  is  due  largely  to  completion  of  the  Palisades  Powerplant  uprate. 
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SummarizedFinencial  Data 

FY  1995  program  $10,447,000*  FY  1998  request  $6,802,000* 

*  Excludes  $11,260,000  In  FY  1995  and  $7,740,000  In  FY  1996  of  BonnevOle  Power  Admlrtfetration 
funding  for  Minidoka  Powerplant  rebuRd  contracts  and  construction  management  and  Palisades 
Switchyard  nrKXllfications. 
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Mnl  WiconI  Project 

South  Dakota 

Location  This  project  Is  located  in  central  and  southwestern  South  Dalcota. 

Description  Section  3  of  the  Mnl  WiconI  Act  of  1988.  Put>lic  Law  100-516,  authorizes  and 

directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  plan,  design,  construct,  operate,  maintain, 
and  replace  the  Oglala  Sioux  Rural  Water  Supply  System.  The  project  is 
Intended  to  ensure  a  safe  and  adequate  municipal,  niral,  and  industrial  water 
supply  for  the  residents  of  the  Pine  Ridge  Indian  Resen/ation  and  nearby 
residents  of  South  Dalcota.  The  system  will  consist  of  facilities  to  be 
constructed,  18  existing  community  systems,  and  facilities  for  1,800  mral 
residences.  Public  Law  103-434,  Title  VIM,  added  the  Rosebud  Sioux  and  the 
Lower  Bade  Indian  Tribes  to  the  original  project.  Responsibilities  of  the 
Secretary  include  the  operation  and  nuintenance  (O&M)  of  existing  water 
systems  and  appurtenant  facDities. 


Work 
Continuing 


Reclamation  Is  providing  funds  to  the  Oglala  Sioux  Tribe  under  a  Public  Law 
93-638  contract,  which  began  In  FY  1994,  for  operation  of  Oglala  Sioux  Rural 
Water  Supply  System  (OSRWSS).  The  request  of  $2,404,000  Includes 
$2,054,000  for  the  continued  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  the 
existing  systems  for  the  Oglala  Sioux  Tribe  including  the  city  of  Pine  Ridge 
(population  3,000),  the  city  of  Kyle  (population  1,000),  a  number  of  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  schools,  the  Oglala  Water  system,  and  privately  owned  wells. 
Funding  also  Includes  O&M  of  all  newly  constmcted  features  to  be  completed 
through  1995  under  the  OSRWSS,  including  the  White  Oay/Walcpamnl  System, 
the  Kyle  North  System,  the  Slim  Buttes  System,  the  West  Boundary  System, 
and  O&M  buildings  in  Kyle.  South  Dal<ota. 


Work  starting 
In  FY  1996 


The  request  Includes  funds  to  purchase  trucks,  dump  trucks,  back  hoes  and 
traDers. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  increase  is  due  to  the  need  to  provide  adequate  O&M  funding  for  existing 
systems  and  fund  the  operation  of  facilities  that  are  completing  and  moving  into 
O&M  status. 


Sumniarized  Rnancial  Data 
FY  1995  program         $492,000  FY  1996  request 


$2,404,000 
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Oidahoma/Texas  Area  Projects 

Kansas,  Oklahoma,  Texas 

Location  The  projects  are  located  In  the  States  of  Kansas,  Oklahoma,  and  Texas. 

Description  The  area  consists  of  one  project  In  Kansas,  six  projects  In  Oklahoma,  and  five 

projects  In  Texas.  The  projects  Include  McGee  Creek,  W.C.  Austin,  Washita 
Basin,  Arbuckle,  Canadian  River,  Colorado  River,  Mountain  Park,  Palmetto  BerKl, 
Norman,  Nueces  River,  Wichita,  and  San  Angelo.  The  projects  provide 
2,060,325  acre-feet  of  flood  control  storage  In  13  dams  and  reservoirs, 
recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife  benefits. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  of  $2,306,000  Is  for  continuing  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M) 
on  the  projects.  This  amount  Includes  $1 ,276,000  for  administrative  costs,  and 
$1 ,030,000  for  reimbursement  to  the  operating  entitles  for  O&M  costs  allocated 
to  flood  control,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  recreation  purposes. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  Increase  Is  a  result  of  Implementing  changes  In  the  cost  recovery  policy. 
Costs,  t>oth  reimbursable  and  nonreimbursat>le,  previously  charged  to  the 
associated  O&M  programs  will  now  be  charged  to  the  benefitting  project  thus 
facilitating  collection  of  reimbursable  funds  where  applicable. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program       $1,151,000  FY  1996  request 


$2,306,000 
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Orland  Project 

California 

Location  This  project  Is  located  In  north-central  California. 

Description  The  Orland  Project  provides  full  Inigation  service  to  approximately  20,000  acres 

and  recreational  t>enefits.   Project  irrigation  wort<s  are  operated  and  maintained 
by  the  Orland  Unit  Water  Users  Association.  Reclamation  operates  and 
maintains  recreational  facHlties  at  Stony  Gorge  and  East  Part<  Reservoirs. 


Woffc 
continuing 


The  request  provides  $551,000  for  continued  operation  and  maintenance  of 
recreation  facilities,  Including  $50,000  for  completion  of  handicap  accessible 
toilets.  $35,000  for  replacement  of  picnic  tables,  and  $30,000  for  an  ongoing 
program  for  recreation  area  road  maintenance. 


Worfc  starting 
In  FY  1996 


Also,  included  in  the  request  is  $35,000  for  sunshades  over  picnic  areas  and 
$15,000  for  a  recreation  area  for  children. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  Includes  an  Increase  in  routine  operation  and  maintenance  activities 
to  accommodate  a  significant  increased  use  of  the  recreational  facilities.  This 
increase  is  partially  offset  by  a  decrease  in  funding  for  replacement,  addition, 
and  extraordinary  maintenance  items. 


Summarized  Rnaneial  Data 
FY  1995  program         $578,000  FY  1996  request 


$601,000 
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Location 


Description 


Parfcer-Davfs  Project 

Arizona,  CalKomia,  Nevada 

This  project  is  located  in  western  Arizona,  southern  Callfomia,  and  southern 
Nevada. 

The  Parker-Davis  Project  consists  of  Pari<er  and  Davis  Dams,  Lakes  l-lavasu 
and  Mohave,  and  two  powerplants.  The  lakes  have  a  combined  storage 
capacity  of  2,466,300  acre-feet  and  provide  flood  control,  recreation,  and  fish 
and  wildlife  benefits.  The  two  powerplants,  with  an  annual  power  generatkin  of 
approximately  2,750.000,000  kWh  of  low-cost,  renewable  hydropower,  serve 
various  sectors  of  the  southwest. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  includes  $3,089,000  for  operatton  and  maintenance  expenses 
required  to  continue  provkjing  hydroelectric  power  and  water  deliveries  from 
the  project  Also  included  are  continuing  replacement  and  addition  items 
consisting  of  replacement  of  generator  heat  exchiangers  and  generator  cooling 
water  lines. 


Work  starting 
In  FY  1996 


The  request  includes  $1,012,000  for  miscellaneous  minor  replacement, 
addition,  arxJ  extraordinary  maintenance  items  including  modification  to 
powerplants  to  meet  life  safety  code  requirements;  communication  interface 
with  Hoover  Dam  to  install  fiber  optics  as  a  backup  to  the  microwave  system, 
which  is  critteal  for  water  releases  and  power  generation  for  remote  operation 
of  generating  units;  recorxjitioning  generator  exciters  to  prevent  damage  to  the 
main  generators,  resulting  in  a  three-month  outage;  replacement  of  a  230  kV 
transformer  bushing,  as  a  loss  would  force  an  outage  In  excess  of  six  months 
hampering  water  releases  and  power  scfiedules;  and  reconditioning  spillway 
stoplogs,  whk:h  fiave  deteriorated  to  an  unusable  condition. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  increase  is  due  primarily  to  new  replacements,  additions,  and 
extraordinary  maintenance. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program    $3,486,000  FY  1996  request 


$4,101,000 
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Pecos  River  Basin  Water  Salvage  Prqiect 

New  Mexico,  Texas 

Location  This  project  is  located  in  southeastern  New  Mexico  and  western  Texas. 

DMcription  The  project  consists  of  a  program  to  reduce  the  loss  of  water  in  the  Pecos 

RK/er  Basin  tietween  Sumner  Dam  on  the  Pecos  River  in  New  Mexico  and 
Gir/in.  Texas,  by  maintaining  53,800  acres  of  previousty  cleared  land.  This 
ongoing  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  program  involves  uprooting 
deep-rooted  Salt  Cedar  plants  that  consume  water  from  the  shallow  water 
table  or  the  layer  of  sol  above  It 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  of  $386,000  is  for  continuing  O&M  expenses  such  as  persormel 
costs,  supplies  and  materials,  and  miscellaneous  tools  and  equipment 
replacements. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  increase  Is  due  to  higher  costs  for  recurring  O&M  expenses  and  for 
materials  and  supplies  needed  to  operate  and  maintain  the  project 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 
FY  1995  program       $351,000  FY  1996  request 


$386,000 
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Provo  River  Project 

Utah 

Location  The  project  is  located  in  central  Utah. 

Description  The  program  provides  for  continued  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  of  the 

Deer  Creek  Powerplant  and  land  resources  management.  The  t)enefrts  of  the 
Provo  River  Project  are  irrigation,  flood  control,  municipal  and  IrxJustrial  water, 
power,  and  recreation.  The  Deer  Creel(  Powerplant  has  two  generating  units 
with  a  capacity  of  4,950  Iclowatts.  The  powerplant  Is  operated  by  the  Provo 
River  Water  Users  under  a  cost  relmbursat)le  contract. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  of  $210,000  is  for  continuing  O&M  expenses  such  as  personnel 
costs,  other  contracts  and  services,  land  resources  management  activities,  and 
extraordinary  maintenance  items. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  decrease  from  1^  1995  is  due  to  the  completion  of  most  of  the  land 
resource  management  activities,  partially  offset  by  an  Increase  in  extraordinary 
maintenarKe  items. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


FY  1 995  program  $384,000 


FY  1996  request 


$210,000 
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Location 
DMcriptlon 


Rio  Grande  Project 

New  Mexico,  Texas 

This  project  is  located  in  southwestern  New  Mexico  and  western  Texas. 

The  project  provides  for  continued  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  of  two 
storage  dams  and  reservoirs,  a  hydroelectric  plant  with  a  generating  capacity 
of  24,300  i<llowatts  and  annual  generation  of  87.000,000  kWh,  and  operation  of 
six  diversion  dams.  Other  activtties  Include  administration  of  Reclamation's 
responsibilities  under  the  international  water  treaty  with  Mexico,  land  and 
recreation  management,  weed  control  activities,  and  put)lic  safety  and  access 
activities.  Benefits  of  the  project  Include  irrigation,  flood  control,  recreation, 
and  power.  Other  major  features  Include  141  mBes  of  canal,  462  miles  of 
laterals,  and  457  miles  of  drains,  which  are  operated  and  maintained  by  water 
users.  The  water  users  also  maintain  the  six  diversion  dams. 


Wor1( 
continuing 


The  request  Includes  $2,358,000  for  continuing  O&M  expenses  such  as 
personnel  costs,  supplies  and  materials,  and  miscellaneous  tools  and 
equipment  replacements. 


Workttarting 
In  FY  1996 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  request  also  indudes  $577,000  of  which  $1 16.000  is  for  the  resource 
management  plan  to  schedule  and  prioritize  natural  resource  management 
activities;  $100,000  is  for  repair  of  the  failed  recreation  water  system  that  will 
be  cost  shared  with  the  New  Mexico  State  Parks;  $100,000  Is  for  cleaning 
Bephant  Butte  drains;  $72,000  is  for  a  cost  sharing  contract  with  the  New 
Mexico  and  Texas  State  Partes  to  continue  wort<  on  the  recreation  sites; 
$56,000  is  for  land  administration  management;  $48,000  is  for  public  access 
and  safety  modifications  at  Elephant  Butte  Dam;  $35,000  is  for  a  governor 
overhaul;  $25,000  is  for  powerplaint  piping;  and  $25,000  is  for  vegetation 
management  to  prevent  future  water  loss  and  wildlife  habitat  deterioration  from 
occuning. 

The  increase  Is  due  to  increased  recreation  management  activtties,  soP  and 
moisture  conservation  activities,  and  a  net  Increase  In  overall  replacements, 
additions,  and  extraordinary  maintenance;  partially  offset  by  a  decrease  In 
recurring  O&M  expenses. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program     $2,654,000  FY  1996  request 


$2,935,000 
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Location 
Description 


Work 
continuing 


Rogue  River  Basin  Project,  Talent  Division 

Oregon 

The  project  Is  located  In  souttiwestem  Oregon. 

The  project  consists  of  the  Green  Springs  Powerplant  with  a  generating 
capacity  of  16,000  kBowatts  and  annual  generation  of  about  70,000,000  kWh 
and  the  Federal  share  of  the  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  of  the  joint  use 
storage  and  canal  facilities  consisting  of  seven  dams  and  resen/oirs  and 
associated  canal  works  operated  by  the  Talent  Irrigation  District.  The  project 
also  provkJes  for  the  O&M  of  the  hydromet  system  for  water  and  flood  control 
forecasting. 

The  request  of  $438,000  is  for  continuing  O&M  functions  of  the  project  Including 
expenses  such  as  personnel  costs;  supplies  and  materials;  and  payment  to  the 
operating  entity  for  flood  control  and  fish  and  wildlife  costs. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  reflects  an  Increase  in  routine  O&M  costs  partially  offset  by  a 
decrease  in  replacements. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program         $392,000  FY  1996  request 


$438,000 
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Lx>cation 


DMcription 


San  Juan-Chama  Project 

Colorado,  New  Mexico 

This  pnjject  Is  located  In  souttvcentral  Colorado  and  north-central  New 
Mexico. 

This  project  consists  of  two  storage  dams  and  reservoirs,  3  diversion  dams,  3 
tunnel  systems  with  a  total  length  of  26  mPes  and  15  miles  of  open  channel. 
The  project  provides  an  annual  diversion  of  about  1 10.000  acre-feet  of  water 
from  the  upper  tributaries  of  the  San  Juan  River  for  use  In  the  Rio  Grande 
River  Basin  of  New  Mexico.  Municipal  and  Industrial  water  is  provided  to  nine 
entities.  Supplemental  Irrigation  water  is  also  provided  to  89,71 1  acres  in  the 
Middle  Rio  Grande  Consewancy  District  artd  2,768  acres  In  the  Pojoaque 
Valley  Inigatlon  District  Water  users  fund  90  percent  of  expenses  and 
Reclamation  funds  the  remaining  10  percent  for  nonreimbursable  functions. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  includes  $275,000  for  continuing  operation  and  maintenance 
(O&M)  expenses  such  as  tunnel  maintenance:  personnel  costs;  supplies  and 
materials;  arxJ  equipment  replacements,  additions,  and  repairs. 


Work  starting 
in  FY  1996 


Tiie  request  also  Includes  $52,000  of  which  $37,000  is  for  review  of  Federal 
facilities  for  required  putslic  access  and  to  mal<e  appropriate  alterations  as 
required  to  prevent  safety  hazards  to  the  public  and  $15,000  for  the  Blanco 
Sluiceway  repair  which  is  deteriorating  and  will  be  disabled  if  delayed. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  Is  due  to  completion  of  the  soD  and  moisture  conservation 
activities,  a  reduced  level  of  funding  for  the  resource  management  plan,  and 
reduced  requirements  for  replacements  arxJ  additions,  partially  offset  by 
Increases  in  continuing  O&M  expenses,  public  access  and  safety  activities, 
extraordinary  maintenance,  and  land  resources  management  activities. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program       $387,000  FY  1996  request 


$327,000 
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San  Luis  Valley  Project,  Closed  Basin  Division 

Colorado 

Location  This  project  is  located  In  south-central  Colorado. 

Description  The  project  provides  for  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  of  170  salvage 

wells,  82  observation  wells,  42  miles  of  main  canal,  115  miles  of  pipeline 
laterals,  237  miles  of  access  roads,  169  miles  of  transmission  lines,  22 
underdrain  manholes,  and  16  tree  area  turnouts.  The  purposes  of  the  project 
are  water  salvage,  fish  arxJ  wfldlife  benefits,  and  recreation.  The  Federal  role  Is 
to  make  water  available  for  fulfilling  the  United  States  obligation  to  Mexico  In 
accordance  with  the  treaty  dated  May  21,  1906,  and  to  assist  Colorado  In 
meeting  its  ot)ligatlon  to  the  Rio  Grande  Compact  The  project  also  provides 
for  the  delivery  of  water  to  the  Alamosa  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Bureau  of 
Land  Managements  Blanca  WBdIlfe  Habitat  Area,  stabilization  of  San  Luis  Lake, 
and  Russell  Lakes  Wildlife  Management  Area. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  of  $3,195,000  provkjes  for  continued  O&M  of  the  Closed  Basin 
facilities  to  Include  power,  water  quality,  grourxl  water  monitoring,  and 
mitigation  costs.  Civil  maintenance  activities  continue  to  be  contracted  to  the 
Rio  Grande  Water  Conservation  District  under  a  master  contract. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


Most  of  the  decrease  reflects  the  anticipated  development  of  cost-sharing 
partnerships  with  new  entitles.  Also,  ttie  amount  needed  for  replacements  arxJ 
additions  is  less  than  that  required  In  FY  1995,  as  well  as  reduced 
requirements  for  the  contract  with  the  Rio  Grand  Water  Conservation  District  to 
operate  and  maintain  the  projed 


Summarized  Hnancial  Data 

FY  1995  program    KOSI.OOO  FY  1996  request 


$3,195,000 
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Location 
DMCription 


San  Luis  Valley  Project,  Coneios  Division 

Colorado 

This  project  Is  located  In  south-central  Colorado. 

The  project  consists  of  Platoro  Dam  and  Reservoir  which  provides  irrigation, 
flood  control  arvj  recreation  benefits,  and  through  regulation  provides  a 
supplemental  water  supply  for  81 ,000  acres  of  Irrigated  land  in  the  Corwjos 
Water  Conservancy  District   Platoro  Dam  has  joint-use  storage  that  provides 
flood  control  by  storing  floodwaters  of  the  Conejos  River  for  release  wtien 
rK>rmal  flows  fall  t)elow  irrigation  requirements.   Project  facilities  are  operated 
arxl  maintained  by  the  Conejos  Water  ConservarKy  District. 


Work 

continuing 


Public  Law  102-575,  Title  23,  mandates  that  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacements  of  the  Conejos  Division  bie  turned  over  to  the  Conejos  Water 
Conservancy  District.   However,  funds  of  $2,000  are  required  for  administrative 
costs,  as  title  to  the  facilities  remains  with  the  United  States. 


ChangM  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  is  due  to  elimination  of  costs  for  recurring  operation  and 
maintenance  expenses. 


Summarized  Hnancial  Data 

FY  1995  program         $26,000  FY  1996  request 


$2,000 
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Solano  Prqlect 

Califomia 

Locatton  This  prolect  is  located  in  northeastern  Califomia. 

DeMilpUon  Principal  features  and  facilities  include  two  storage  dams  and  reservoirs,  one 

diversion  dam,  32.3  miles  of  canal,  3.4  mies  of  pipelines,  and  the  L^lce 
Berryessa  Recreation  Area.  The  project  was  designed  to  Irrigate  approximately 
96,000  acres  of  iarxj!  The  project  also  fumlsties  municipal  and  Industrial  water 
to  the  principal  cities  of  Solano  County.   Recreational  opportunities  are  avalabie 
at  seven  resorts  operated  by  private  entitles.  The  carud  and  pipelines  are 
operated  and  maintained  by  the  Solano  Irrigation  District  with  funding  provided 
by  Reclamation.  All  other  facllties  are  operated  and  maintained  by 
Reclamation. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  of  $2,172,000  Includes  $1,324,000  for  recurring  expenses  of 
operation,  maintenance,  arxl  management  of  the  recreational  facilities  at  Lake 
Berryessa.  Also  Included  is  $148,000  for  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  of 
Monticello  Dam  and  the  Putah  Diversion  Dam  by  the  Solano  Irrigation  District 
An  amount  of  $159,000  is  Included  for  water  rigiits,  water  mari<etlng,  resource 
management,  and  general  oversight  activities.  An  amount  of  $45,000  Is 
Included  for  Implementation  of  a  fish  and  wildlife  plan.  Replacement,  additions, 
arxj  extraordinary  maintenance  Items  total  $496,000  and  include  replacement  of 
a  bulldozer,  back!tK>e,  arxJ  radios;  road  repairs;  and  erosion  control. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  change  te  primarily  due  to  the  increase  in  replacement,  addition,  and 
extraordinary  maintenance  Items,  partially  offset  by  a  decrease  in  routine  O&M 
activities  at  the  Lalce  Berryessa  recreation  facilities. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 

FY  1995  program      $1,827,000  FY  1996  request 


$2,172,000 
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Tualatin  Profect 

Oregon 

Location  This  project  Is  located  In  northwest  Oregon. 

O—exifMon  The  project  provides  Inlgatloa  municipal  and  Industrial  water,  flood  control, 

fish  and  widllfe,  recreation,  and  water  quality  control  benefits.  The  Federal 
share  of  the  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  costs  of  Scoggins  Dam  and 
Henry  Hagg  Lake  is  performed  under  contract  by  the  Tualatin  Valley  irrigation 
District  ^^ 


Work 
conUhuing 


ChangMfrom 


The  request  of  $81,000  is  for  continuing  O&M  expenses  including  personnel 
costs,  contracted  services  for  hydromet  maintenance,  and  payment  to  the 
Tualatin  Valley  Irrigation  District  for  O&M  of  Scoggins  Dam. 


The  change  reflects  increased  costs  associated  with  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  Scoggins  Dam. 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 
FY  1995  program  $68,000  FY  1996  request 


$81,000 
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Location 
Description 


Umatilla  Project 

Oregon 

This  project  Is  located  In  north-central  Oregon. 

The  project  provides  Irrigation,  flood  control,  fish  arxJ  wildlife,  and  recreation 
benefits.  The  project  consists  of  the  McKay  Dam  and  Reservoir  which  is 
regulated  for  irrigation,  flood  control,  fish  flow  releases,  and  water  exchange 
faclities  which  include  the  West  Extension  Irrigation  District  (WEID)  pumping 
plant,  ttie  Columbia  River  pumping  plant,  and  the  Columbia-Cold  Springs 
Canal.  The  program  also  includes  a  water  conservation  effort  in  the  Umatlla 
basin. 


Work 
continuing 


Work  stalling 
in  FY  1996 


The  request  includes  $591 ,000  for  continuing  operation  and  maintenance 
activities  including  personnel  costs,  supplies  arid  materials,  minor  contracts, 
services,  monitoring  costs  associated  with  the  fish  passage  program,  and 
other  related  activities  necessary  for  the  continued  delivery  of  project  benefits. 


Tlie  request  also  Includes  $11 4,000  to  Initiate  a  water  conservation  effort  to 
provide  for  water  quality  monitoring,  technical  guidance  and  assistance,  and 
coordination  of  water  conservation  efforts  with  water  users  and  other  entitles. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  increase  is  for  additional  water  exchange  facilities  entering  operation  arxl 
maintenance  status  arvJ  for  increased  river  monitoring  costs  associated  with 
the  fish  passage  program. 


Sunnmarized  Rnancial  Data 
FY  1995  program       $467,000  FY  1996  request 


$705,000 
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Location 
DMcrlption 


Work 
continuing 


Upper  Colorado  Area  Projects 

Colorado,  Utah 

The  projects  are  located  throughout  Colorado  and  Utah. 

The  program  provides  continued  payments  to  operating  entities  for 
nonreimbursable  costs  of  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  of  the  following 
protects-  Bostwici<  Park,  Dallas  Creel<,  Uncompahgre,  Weber  Basin,  and  the 
Bonneville  and  Jensen  Units  of  the  Central  Utah  Project.  The  program  Includes 
fish  and  wBdIife  enhancements,  flood  control,  land  resources  management, 
public  safety  and  access,  soB  and  moisture  conservation,  cultural  resources, 
salinity  control,  and  recreation. 

The  request  Includes  $1,969,000  for  continuing  O&M  expenses  such  as 
personnel  costs,  materials  and  supplies,  other  contracts  and  services,  and 
continuing  contracts  for  extraordinary  maintenance  and  ongoing  resource 
management  plans.  Also  included  is  funding  for  recreation  rehabilitation  at 
Rocl<port  Lake  and  East  Canyon  Dam  and  Resen/oir,  Weber  Basin  Project, 
which  Is  being  cost  shared  with  the  State  of  Utah  and  funded  totally  by  the 
State  In  FY  1995. 


Work  starting 
in  FY  1996 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  request  Includes  $367,000  for  other  contracts  and  services  for  the  initiation 
of  land  resource  management  plans  at  Rockport  l^ke  and  Willard  Bay 
Reservoirs  also  on  the  Weber  Basin  Project. 

The  change  primarily  reflects  Increased  costs  for  recreation  rehabilitation  at 
Rockport  and  East  Canyon  and  new  resource  management  plans  activities. 
These  increases  are  partially  offset  by  a  decrease  due  to  completion  of 
resource  management  plan  activities  at  Stan/ation  Reservoir. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program      $1,347,000  FY  1996  request 


$2,336,000 
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Location 
Description 


Washoe  Project 

California,  Nevada 

This  project  is  located  In  west-central  Nevada  and  east-central  Callfomla. 

The  Washoe  Project  was  designed  to  Improve  the  regulation  of  mnoff  of  the 
Trucicee  River  system  and  to  provide  supplemental  irrigation  and  drainage  for 
presently  Irrigated  larvls,  as  well  as  water  for  municipal  and  industrial  use, 
flood  protection,  fish  and  wfldllfe  benefits,  and  recreation.   Rows  are  also 
regulated  for  such  purposes  as  power  production  and  fishery  improvenrant. 
Washoe  Project  faclitles  Include  two  storage  dams  and  reservoirs,  one 
diversion  dam,  one  powerplant  with  a  generating  capacity  of  3,650  kilowatts 
and  annual  generation  of  6.2  gigawatt-hours,  and  a  3-mile-long  fishway  located 
at  Pyramid  Lake.  As  a  result  of  threatened  and  endangered  species,  the 
principal  storage  reservoir,  Stampede  Dam,  Is  being  operated  to  meet  flood 
control  arvJ  instream  flow  requirements  to  protect  fish  in  the  lower  Truckee 
Rh/er.  Autfiority  to  construct  facflities  of  the  Watasheamu  Division  has  been 
deauthorized  by  Public  Law  101-618,  Section  205(c). 


Wortc 
continuing 


The  request  includes  $1 ,529,000  for  continued  operation  and  maintenance 
activities  such  as  the  Truckee-Carson  Settlement  Environmental  impact 
Statement  (EIS);  operation  and  routine  maintenance  of  storage,  diversion  and 
power  fadlties;  hydrologic  nradeling;  hazardous  rruterlals  management 
activities:  and  management  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 


Work  ttarting 
in  FY  1996 


The  request  also  Includes  $19,000  for  power  arialysis  and  evaluation  at 
Stampede  PowerplanL 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


Ttie  ciiange  Indudes  decreases  In  the  Truckee-Carson  Settlement 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  hydraulic  modeling  which  are  partially 
offset  by  increases  In  routine  operation  and  maintenance  of  storage, 
diverskxis,  and  power  facBltles,  hazardous  materials  management  program, 
and  resources  management 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 
FY  1995  program     $1,632,000  FY  1996  request 


$1,548,000 
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Location 
DMcription 


Yakima  Project 

Washington 

The  project  is  located  In  south-central  Washington. 

The  project  provides  Irrigation  water  for  approximately  464,000  acres, 
hydroelectric  power  generation,  flood  control,  and  anadromous  fishery 
production  tienefits.  The  project  consists  of  six  storage  dams  and  reservoirs, 
two  hydroelectric  powerplants  with  a  combined  generating  capacity  of  25,000 
l<iiowatts  and  an  average  annual  generation  of  at>out  1 15,000,000  l(Wh,  flsh 
ladders  arxi  screens,  and  the  hydromet  system  for  water  and  flood  control 
forecasting.  Canal  and  water  distribution  systems  are  operated  by  the  water 
users. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  includes  $6,327,000  for  continuing  operation  and  maintenance 
(O&M)  functions  of  the  project  including  expenses  such  as  personnel  costs, 
supplies  and  materials,  various  services. 


Wortc  starting 
in  FY  1996 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  request  includes  $987,000  for  wort<  beginning  in  FY  1996  of  which 
$130,000  is  for  replacement  of  vehicles  which  are  necessary  for  day-to-day 
O&M  activities;  $697,000  is  for  the  rehabDitation  of  Kachess  Dam  outlet  worics 
and  spDiway  to  repair  deteriorated  and  damaged  concrete  and  to  replace 
corroded  and  bent  gate  tower  trash  racl<s;  $100,000  is  for  Roza  gantry  crane 
safety  modifications,  and  $60,000  Is  for  life  safety  code  modifications  at  the 
powerplants  to  meet  OSHA  staixiards. 


The  change  is  due  to  replacements  and  extraordinary  maintenance  items 
t>eglnnlng  in  FY  1996  partially  offset  by  reductions  In  operating  costs  of  the 
phase  I  fish  passage  facilities. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program     $6,758,000  FY  1996  request 


$7,314,000 
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Location 
Description 


Yuma  Area  Projects 

Arizona.  California.  Nevada 

These  projects  are  located  In  western  Arizona,  southeastern  Calrfornia,  and 
southern  Nevada 

The  projects  provide  for  operation  and  nnaintenance  (O&M)  of  Redarnatlon 
facilities  from  Davis  Dam  to  the  Southerly  International  Boundary  with  (Mexico 
(approximately  276  river  miles).  These  facilities  were  constructed  under  the 
Colorado  RK/er  Front  Wori<  and  Levee  System.  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity 
Control  Act  -  Title  1.  and  Delivery  of  Water  to  Mexico  Project.   Delivery  of 
Water  to  lyiexico  Includes  all  activities  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
the  1944  Treaty  wKh  Mexico.   Benefits  provided  by  these  projects  include  flood 
and  sediment  control,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife  benefits    The  Yuma 
Area  Projects  also  operate  the  river  to  deliver  water  to  over  1  million  acres  of 
irrigable  land  in  the  United  States  and  Mexico  and  to  over  1 ,700.000  urban 
users  In  the  United  Stales  and  Mexico 

The  Yuma  Area  Projects  O&M  program  is  formulated  as  two  major  program 
activities:    River  Facility  O&M  and  Salinity  Features  O&M. 

River  Facility  program  activities  include  O&M  of  the  Colorado  River  channel 
and  settling  basins,  river  banklines,  jetties,  training  structures,  access  roads, 
operating  bridges,  levees,  floodways,  drainage  and/or  groundwater  recovery 
wells,  and  related  carriage  facilities    The  program  continues  O&M  of  the 
protective  and  regulatory  pumping  unit  wellfield  and  associated  conveyance 
system,  transmission  lines,  and  switchyard/substations;  O&M  of  fish  and 
wildlife  facilities,  including  constructed  mitigation  features,  and  environmental 
Investigations  and  studies  to  satisfy  NEPA  compliance  and  ensure  the  Integrity 
of  mitigation  work.   The  program  also  provides  for  the  O&M  of  reservoir 
facilities  which  include  Imperial  Dam,  Laguna  Dam,  Senator  Wash  Dam.  and 
Senator  Wash  Pumping/Generating  Plant.   Also  included  are  land  resource 
management  activities  which  include  costs  related  to  the  administration  of 
Reclamation  lands,  boundary  surveys,  and  right-of-way  studies. 


401 


Salinity  Features  O&M  program  activities  include  maintenance  of  the  Yuma 
Desalting  Plant  complex  at  a  level  to  sustain  ready  reserve  (nonoperational) 
status;  maintenance  of  the  salinity  drainage  channel  system  consisting  of  Main 
Outlet  Drain  (MOD),  ttie  Main  Outlet  Drain  Extension  (MODE),  the  U.S.  Bypass 
Drain,  and  the  Mexico  Bypass  Drain;  and  the  ongoing  water  budgeting  and 
sampling  program  of  collecting,  testing,  and  analyzing  imgation  drainage 
retum  flows,  and  Gila  and  Colorado  River  waters,  to  ensure 
desalting/replacement  obligations  are  minimized  and  Mexican  Treaty  salinity 
requirements  are  maintained. 

continuing  Por  the  River  Facility  O&M  program  activities,  the  request  includes  $17,219,000 

for  continuing  expenses  and  general  operating  support  services  for  ongoing 
O&M  of  existing  features;  power  for  Yuma  area  wells;  operation,  maintenance, 
and  studies  of  environmental  features;  an  operating  agreement  and  power  at 
Imperial  and  Senator  Wash  Dams  (for  delivery  of  water  to  Mexico);  an  ongoing 
contract  for  warehousing  and  other  Yuma  Area  Office  facility  services;  and 
replacements  and  extraordinary  maintenance  items. 
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For  the  Salinity  Features  O&M  program  activities,  the  request  Includes 
$6  283  000  for  continuing  expenses  required  to  keep  the  Yunra  Desalting  Plant 
in  ready  reserve  (nonoperational)  status.  Storage  In  the  Colorado  River  Is 
adequate  to  meet  Mexico  treaty  requirements  for  salinity  for  the  next  several 
years    Reclamation  is  talcing  advantage  of  that  opportunity  to  conduct  a 
review  of  plant  operations.  Funds  for  continuing  O&M  of  the  MOD.  MODE, 
and  the  U.S.  and  Mexico  sections  of  the  Bypass  Drain,  and  the  water 
budgeting  and  sampling  program  also  are  Included. 


Work  starting 
in  FY  1996 


In  the  River  Facility  O&M  program.  $830,000  is  critical  for  essential  and 
effective  ongoing  infrastructure.  O&M,  Including  $400,000  for  riprap  and  gravel, 
$300  000  for  replacement  drilling  of  two  water  recovery  wells,  and  $130,000  for 
extraordinary  maintenance  of  penstocks,  pumps,  and  generators  at  Senator 
Wash  Dam. 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


The  increase  in  the  River  Facility  O&M  program  will  provWe  for  a  more 
reasonable  level  of  resource  management  activities.  The  increased  funding  Is 
for  water  conservation  activities,  the  preparation  and  administration  of  water 
contracts,  and  wrili  ensure  the  means  to  complete  a  well  inventory  Wentifying 
all  lower  Colorado  River  water  users. 

The  decrease  in  the  request  for  appropriated  funds  reflects  the  new  direction  In 
the  way  Reclamation  wHI  do  business  on  the  lower  Colorado  River  In  the 
future    The  requested  funding  level  reflects  the  anticipated  development  of 
cost  sharing  partnerships  with  new  entities,  and  an  Increase  In  wrater  user 
advances  for  O&M  wori<  done  solely  for  the  benefit  of  water  users,  whteh  was 
previously  funded  with  Federal  appropriations. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal  cash 
FY  1995  fwogram 


$23,084,000 

50.000 

$23,134,000 


Reclamation  Request  $21,332,000 
Non-Federal  cash  3.000.000 

FY  1996  request  $24,332,000 
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Associated  O&M  Programs 

Various  States 

Departmental  Irrigation  Drainage  Program 

The  program  provides  for  Reclamation's  share  of  the  Departments  programs  which 
address  Irrigation-lrxluced  water  quality  problems  Involving  Interior's  responsibilities  In 
the  17  Western  States.  This  program,  consisting  of  five  phases,  is  an  outgrowth  of 
departmental  and  congressional  concerns  relating  to  trace  element  contamination 
problems  at  Kesterson  Reservoir  In  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  of  Callfomla. 

Reclamation  provides  partial  funding  to  support  Phases  I  through  III.  Reclamation  Is  the 
only  Interior  agency  currently  providing  funding  for  Phase  IV  planning.   Phase  IV 
activities  entan  Implementing  plans  of  study;  developing  wori<  plans;  preparing  public 
Involvement  plans,  environmental  documents,  and  planning  documents;  and  selecting 
the  recommended  plan  for  remediation.   Remediation  (Phase  V)  will  be  Initiated  on 
projects  where  significant  contamination  problems  related  to  Irrigation  drainage  return 
flows  have  been  kJentlfled  and  remediation  plans  have  been  approved. 

Changes  from  . 

FY  1995  The  FY  1996  request  decreases  because  Phases  I  through  III  of  the  program  are  nearly 

completed. 


Description 


Woric 
continuing 


FY  1995  program 


Summarized  Financial  Data 

$4,543,000        FY  1996  request 


$4,278,000 
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Associated  Programs 


Environmental  Program  Administration 

Description       This  associated  program  provides  resources  to  assess,  evaluate,  study,  and  formulate 
plans  to  ensure  compliance  with  environmental  law,  policy,  and  initiatives.    It  also 
provides  for  the  collection  of  data  for  tfte  conservation  of  endangered  or  threatened 
species  in  compliance  with  the  Endartgered  Species  Act  and  for  meeting  requirements 
Of  the  Natior^  Historical  Preservation  Act 


Work 
continuing 


Funds  will  be  used  for  sediment  transport  analysis,  habitat  requirement  studies,  river 
icing  studies,  and  imp)lementation  ar^ysls.  Projects  will  be  reviewed  to  assess  their 
impacts  on  fishery,  wildlife,  and  cultural  resource  areas.  Also  included  are  funds  for 
evaluation  of  mitigation  commitments  for  revegetation  and  for  fencing  and  escape 
devices  for  deer  and  other  animals  on  completed  aqueducts  .   FurxJs  are  provided  for 
protective  barriers,  Interpretive  signs,  pedestrian  trals,  and  repair  and  restoration  of 
damaged  cultural  resources  sites.  Tlie  program  also  provides  for  evaluation  of  the 
operation  of  existing  Reclamation  projects  in  tfie  Platte  River  for  the  potential  to  affect 
threatened  and  erxJangered  species  in  Colorado,  Nebrasica,  and  Wyoming. 


Work  starting 

in  FY  1996        A  review  of  the  operation  of  faclities  in  the  Upper  Missouri  Basin  will  tte  undertaken  to 
assess  Impacts  Of  facilities  operation  on  several  threatened  and  endangered  species. 

Changes  from 

FY  1995  The  Increase  will  furxJ  project  reviews  in  the  Upper  Missouri  Basin. 

Summarized  Financial  Data 


FY  1995  program 


$999,000        FY  1996  request 


$1,816,000 
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Associated  Programs 


Description 


Examination  of  Existing  Structures 

The  program  provides  for  the  systematic  overview  and  evaluation  of  activities  and 
programs  related  to  operation  and  maintenance  of  existing  faciilties.  The  program 
provides  for  the  onslte  reviews  and  examination  of  Reclamation  facilities  operated  by  both 
Reclamation  and  other  entities,  identification  of  O&M  deficiencies,  and  traci<ing 
con-ective  actions.  This  program  provides  for  the  safe  and  proper  operation  of  facnities 
for  their  intended  purposes,  coordination  of  emergency  management  activities 
associated  with  those  facilities,  the  reduction  of  in-service  failures  and  breakdovm 
maintenance,  and  protection  of  the  Federal  investment 

Cyclical  examinations  for  review  of  water  storage,  conveyance,  and  distribution  facilities 
for  correcting  operation  and  maintenance  deficiencies  will  continue.  This  also  includes 
the  review,  update,  and  evaluation  of  Standing  Operating  Procedures  and  Emergency 
Preparedness  Plans. 

Emergency  management  activities  related  to  improving  Reclamation's  coordination  virtth 
local  jurisdictions  will  begin.  Activities  Include  the  establishment  of  emergency 
management  programs  at  Reclamation  facilities  and  providing  technical  assistance  and 
infomiation  to  local  downstream  jurisdictions  in  their  development  of  emergency 
operations  plans. 

FY "995'    *""  The  increase  from  FY  1995  reflects  a  new  emphasis  in  emergency  management  activities 
relative  to  coordination  with  downstream  local  jurisdictions  potentially  impacted  by 
incidents  at  Reclamation  facilities. 


Work 
continuing 


Work  starting 
in  FY  1996 


Summarlied  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program  $1,557,000        FY  1996  request 


$2,458,000 
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Associated  Programs 


Land  Resources  Management 

DMcrlption       This  program  Is  used  to  furxi  overslgiit  and  support  services  for  developing  resource 
management  plans  and  to  facBitate  the  proper  management  of  Reclamation  lands  by 
other  agencies  and  Interests.  Also  lrK:luded  Is  Reclamation's  efforts  to  meet 
requirements  of  thte  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act.  The 
program  is  used  to  finance  O&M  related  activities  on  lands  managed  by  Reclamation  for 
which  there  Is  no  other  source  of  funds.  This  worl<  includes  liaison  with  cooperating 
land  management  entitles  to  ensure  tfiat  the  related  contractual  arrangements  are 
adequately  administered.   In  addition,  funds  will  be  used  to  fulfill  direct  operation, 
malrrtenance,  and  replacement  work  required  to  protect  resources  on  land  where  K  has 
not  been  possible  to  secure  management  by  a  capable  administering  agency.  The 
program  Includes  contracts  for  boundary  surveys  and  fencing,  weed  and  pest  control, 
aerial  photography,  and  office  support  services  that  are  not  a  part  of  the  Soil  arxj 
Moisture  Conservation  program. 


Woilc 
continuing 


Liaison  with  cooperating  recreation,  fish  and  wPdIife,  and  other  entitles  to  ensure  that 
contractual  arrangements  corrtinue  Is  Included.  Additionally,  funds  will  be  used  to 
develop  management  plans  to  Improve  management  practices.  Technical  investigations 
wll  continue  on  urxJerground  storage  systems  and  all  facilities  will  be  audited  to 
determine  the  use,  generation,  and/or  storage  of  hazardous  materials.  The  formulation 
of  emergency  planning  and  prevention  strategies  under  the  hazardous  materials  spfll 
prevention,  control  and  countermeasure  plans  are  made  for  protection  purposes. 
Resource  management  plans  will  continue  at  a  number  of  reservoir  and  car^  areas. 
Environmental  compliance  checl<s,  water  quality  Investigations,  landfill  investigations, 
vegetative  studies,  trespass  resolution,  witiKlrawal  reviews,  resource  management  plans, 
arxj  program  administration  will  continue.  The  inventory  of  archeologlcat  collections  and 
human  remains  associated  with  the  requirements  of  the  Native  American  Graves 
Protection  and  Repatriation  Act  wll  continue  to  be  emphasized.  Administration  of 
repayment  contracts  and  operational  studies  for  water  marlceting  purposes  wiil  continue. 


WorictUrtIng 
in  FY  1996 


WhHe  several  Resource  Management  Plan  reports  are  being  finalized.  Resource 
Management  Plans  are  getting  underway  for  other  areas.  In  addition,  a  muttiyear 
program  to  remedy  fiazardous  waste  problems  In  Reclamation-managed  buildings  wUI 
begin. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


FY  1995  program 


$7,277,000        FY  1996  request 


$7,222,000 
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Associated  Programs 


Miscellaneous  Rood  Control 


Description 


Work 
continuing 


This  associated  program  provides  for  the  collection  of  data  such  as  rainfall 
measurements,  stream  flow  measurements,  and  spillway  gate  positions  which  are 
necessary  for  determining  any  threat  of  flooding.  The  program  also  provides  for  the 
maintenance  of  early  waming  systems. 


Maintenance  of  streamgaging  stations,  rainfall  measurements,  streamflow 
measurements,  spillway  gate  positions,  water  pressure  under  dams,  and  early  waming 
systems  continues.   In  addition,  funding  for  coordination  with  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  arxj  for  services  provided  by  the  Geological  Survey  for  streamgaging 
continues. 


Changes  from 

FY  1995  The  decrease  from  FY  1995  results  from  savings  in  maintenance  of  early  waming 

systems,  as  well  as  the  ongoing  effort  to  recover  costs  from  project  beneficiaries. 


FY  1995  program 


Summarized  Financial  Data 

$1 .086,000        FY  1 996  request 


$651,000 


Description 


Work 
continuing 


Operation  and  Maintenance  Program  Management 

The  program  establishes  Reclamation  policies  on  methods  and  level  of  project  operation 
arxl  maintenance.  The  effort  has  t)een  focused  on  improving  project  operation  methods, 
establishing  appropriate  levels  of  maintenance,  institutionalizing  economic  analysis  as  a 
maintenance  decision  mai<lng  tod,  supporting  the  current  O&M  program  formulation 
process,  and  establishing  universal  business  and  management  practices. 


The  request  provides  funding  for  administration  of  the  operation  and  maintenance 
program  and  related  budget  formulation. 


Changes  from 

FY  1995  The  FY  1996  request  has  decreased  because  most  of  the  standardization  of  operation 

and  maintenance  activities  will  be  completed  In  FY  1995. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


FY  1995  program 


$987,000         FY  1996  request 


$  243,000 
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Associated  Programs 


Power  Program  Services 

Description       This  program  provides  power  O&M  related  support  services  to  regions  and  projects. 
The  program  provides  for  technical  guidance  and  assistance;  coordination  services: 
development  of  starxlards,  procedures,  arxj  instructlor^s;  conducting  special  englneerir>g 
studies;  and  producing  seminars  or  trainlr>g  sessior>s  related  to  power  O&M  wortc.  This 
program  provides  for  a  pool  of  technical,  consultative  resources  to  assist  regions  and 
projects  In  accomplishing  safe,  efficient  power  facility  O&M.  Activities  carried  out  urKJer 
this  associated  program  include  the  Redamationwide  power  related  work  activities  tfiat 
are  considered  starxtard  electric  utility  business  expertses  to  be  repaid  through  power 
revenues. 


Work 
continuing 


Redamationwide  overviews  will  continue. 


Woricttaning 
In  FY  1996 


New  opportunities  for  efficlerfcy  arxl  operational  Improvements  are  t}elng  emphasized  In 
this  program.   Benchmarking  wfll  be  established  to  assist  In  evaluating  plant 
performance  and  needed  Improvements  in  existing  plants.  Operation  and  maintenance 
procedures  wfll  be  evaluated  to  Improve  powerplant  reliabUlty,  performance,  and  cost 
effectiveness.  Efforts  wfll  be  made  to  Investigate  and  Improve  automation  and/or  remote 
control  of  hydroelectric  plants  to  faclltate  on-line  diagnostics,  environmental  data 
collection,  and  data  analysis. 


Summarized  Rnanciai  Data 


FY  1995  program 


$379,000        FY  1996  request 


$375,000 
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Associated  Programs 


Public  Access  and  Safety  Program 

DMcription  This  program  establishes  acceptatile  standards  for  providing  access  for  persons  with 
disat)llities,  identifying  potential  safety  hazards,  minimizing  risk  of  personal  Injury  and 
loss  of  life,  and  reducing  liability  to  the  operating  entities  and  Reclamation.  Activities 
indude  policy  formulation,  program  administration,  arxJ  identification  of  specific 
corrective  actions.  Activities  also  include  installation  of  safety  measures  necessary  to 
minimize  risk  of  personal  injury  and  loss  of  life. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  includes  funding  for  ongoing  personnel  costs,  supplies  and  materials,  arxJ 
support  services  to  administer  the  program.  Public  safety  modifications  such  as  safety 
fencing,  signs,  buoy  lines,  lighting,  safety  cables,  guardrails,  and  banicades  are  ongoing. 
Access  for  persons  with  disabilities,  such  as  modifications  to  restrooms,  camp  areas, 
traDs  arxl  walkways,  and  parking  areas,  are  included. 


Change*  from 

FY  IMS  The  FY  1996  request  has  decreased  because  publk:  access  and  safety  activities  are 

being  completed  in  some  areas  and  because  of  the  ongoing  effort  to  recover  costs  from 
project  benefk;iarles. 

Summarized  Flnanciai  Data 


FY  1995  program 


$1,490,000        FY  1996  request 


$937,000 
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Associated  Programs 


Reclamation  Law  Administration 

Description       This  associated  program  provides  for  administration  of  the  acreage  limitation  provisions 
of  Reclamation  i^w,  including  ttie  Reclamation  Reform  Act  of  1982,  as  amended.  These 
activities  include  land  classification/equivalency  determinations,  field  audits  and 
compliance  checi<s,  oversight  of  water  user  certification  of  compllance  with  legal 
requirements,  and  field  work  data  gathering  under  the  Acreage  Umitatlon  Program. 


Work 

continuing        Continuing  wort<  Includes  such  activities  as  revising  the  Acreage  Limitation  Rules  and 
Regulations,  preparing  reports  on  Implementation  of  the  Act  to  the  Congress, 
coordination,  training  of  district  personnel,  land  classification,  equivalency 
determinations,  field  audits,  acreage  limitation  determinations,  water  user  certification  of 
compliance  with  legal  requirements,  and  district  reviews  to  ensure  compliance  with  tfie 
Reclamation  Reform  Act,  as  amerxjed. 

Clwnge*  from 

FY  1995  The  FY  1996  request  has  decreased  because  the  Reclamation  Refomi  Act's 

environmental  Impact  statement  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  during  FY  1995. 

Summarized  Rnancial  Data 

FY  1995  program  $6,933,000        FY  1996  request  $5,537,000 
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Associated  Programs 


Recreation  and  Rsh  and  Wildlife 
Program  Administration 


DMcription       Reclamation's  guidance  and  support  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  activities  are 
provided  under  tills  program.   Evaluation  of  the  Impacts  of  existing  project  operations 
on  wetlands  and  endangered  species  hat>itat  is  also  included  in  the  program,  in 
addition,  the  program  Includes  liaison  with  cooperating  recreation  Interests, 
corK:essionaires,  and  fish  arxi  wildlife  management  agencies. 

This  program  provides  for  the  rehabilitation  of  recreation  areas  to  bring  facilities  up  to 
current  public  health  and  safety  starxJards;  to  correct  any  facflity  design  deficiencies;  to 
bring  facilities  Into  compliance  with  Section  504  of  the  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973,  as 
amended;  to  protect  the  original  Federal  investments;  arxJ  to  save  the  Federal 
Govemment  the  expense  of  operating  these  recreation  areas. 


Work 
continuing 


Activities  Vhat  continue  Include  managing  natural,  restored,  and  artificially  designed  fish 
and  wildlife  habitats,  evaluating  impacts  of  existing  project  operations  on  wetlands  and 
erxlangered  species  fiabitat,  refiabDitatlng  recreation  areas  and  fish  and  wildlife  habitat, 
water  resources  adjudication,  and  vegetative  studies  related  to  fish  and  wildlife. 
Multi-agency  programs  and  studies  to  restore  and  enhance  wildlife  habitat  along  several 
rfvers  wll  continue.  Funding  is  Included  for  negotiation  and  administration  of 
agreements  with  concessionaires. 

Worit  ttarting 

in  FY  1996        A  cooperative  cost  sharing  effort  with  Wyoming  Game  and  Fish  to  study  fish  survival 
and  migration  on  the  North  Platte  River  will  begin. 

ClwngMfrom 

FY  1995  The  increase  provides  for  additional  planning  and  development  activities  for  public 

access  In  fish  and  wildlife  areas,  and  activities  to  mitigate  and  restore  threatened  or 

erxlangered  native  fish  species  and  their  habitat. 


Summarized  Hnancial  Data 


FY  1995  program 


$3,985,000        FY  1995  request 


$4,679,000 
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Associated  Programs 


Description 


Work 
continuing 


Safety  Evaluation  of  Existing  Dams 

Redamation's  dams  must  be  maintained  in  a  safe  condition  to  protect  thie  public, 
praperty,  and  natural  resources.  The  proposed  program  provides  for  early  detection, 
data  collection,  Instrumentation,  and  analysis  of  potential  dam  safety  deficiencies  for 
Redamation's  307  high  and  significant  hazard  dams  and  dikes  and  Implements  the 
Federal  Guidelines  for  Dam  Safety  as  directed  by  Secretarial  Order  3048.  The  public 
risl<  associated  with  confirmed  deficiencies  also  Is  identified.   Corrective  actions  to 
reduce  the  risk  to  the  public  are  evaluated  and  performed  In  the  Safety  of  Dams 
program  which  Is  a  part  of  the  Construction  Program  appropriation. 


Examinations  and  studies  kjentifying  structures  which  pose  unacceptable  risks  wli 
continue. 


Changes  from 

FY  1995  The  comprehensive  analysis  of  existing  structures  against  state-of-the-art  criteria  using 

actual  data  collected  from  the  dams  was  begun  in  the  eariy  I980's.  The  analysis  is 

nearing  completion. 


Summarized  Rnanciai  Data 
FY  1995  program  $9,111,000        FY  1996  request 


$7,690,000 


Soil  and  Moisture  Conservation 

Description       The  program  provides  for  administration  of  the  SoH  and  Moisture  Conservation  Program 
in  accordance  with  Redamation's  good  neighbor  policy  and  covers  only  those  activities 
where  the  benefits  are  of  a  nonreimbursable  nature,  such  as  erosion  and  weed  control 
on  Redamation  lands  and  fire  protection  on  lands  withdrawn  for  future  project  purposes. 
The  program  also  provides  for  research  as  it  relates  to  soP,  moisture  consen/ation,  and 
weed  control. 


Wortc 

continuing        The  request  Is  for  continuing  activities  such  as  personnel  costs,  supplies  and  materials, 

and  support  serw\ces.  in  additk>n,  a  cooperative  agreement  for  shoreline  protection  is 

continuing. 

Changes  from 

FY  1995  The  decrease  from  FY  1995  reflects  the  ongoing  efforts  to  recover  costs  from  project 

beneficiaries. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program  $499,000        FY  1996  request 


$249,000 
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Associated  Programs 


Description 


Woric 
Continuing 


Water  Management  and  Conservation  Program 

This  associated  program  provides  for  the  coordination  of  water  management  and 
conservation  efforts  with  the  water  users  and  other  Federal  and  non-Federal  agencies 
and  for  reconnaissance  studies  on  existing  Reclamation  projects.  The  program  also 
provides  water  O&M  program  support  services  to  regions  and  projects.   It  provides 
technical  guidance  and  assistance;  coordination  services;  development  of  standards  arxj 
procedures;  and  seminars  or  training  sessions  related  to  water  O&M  work. 


The  request  provides  for  the  coordination  of  water  management  and  conservation  efforts 
with  the  water  users  and  other  non-Federal  agencies.   It  also  provides  for  water  quality 
monitoring,  water  conservation  centers  and  training,  administration  of  integrated  pest 
management,  oversight  of  water  service  contracts  and  entitlements,  studies  of  various 
methods  of  water  conservation  and  optimization  of  existing  resources,  and  continuation 
of  Irrigation  Management  Improvement  Programs.  Water  conservation  programs  will 
continue,  including  those  In  partnership  with  AmeriCorps  in  urban  areas  of  Southem 
California. 


Work  starting 
in  FY  1996 


Changes  from 
FY  1995 


Activities  to  resolve  instances  of  unauthorized  water  use  (also  l<nown  as  "water 
spreading')  will  iDegin. 


The  increase  reflects  the  continued  emphasis  on  water  conservation  efforts.  Those 
efforts  primarily  are  in  four  programs:  To  establish  an  additional  water  conservation 
center  and  demonstration  projects,  to  provide  increased  funding  for  partnerships  with 
communities  and  organizations  to  conserve  water,  to  fund  the  greatly  increased  costs  In 
reporting  and  documenting  consumptive  use  reports  in  the  Colorado  River,  and  for 
funds  associated  with  direct  support  of  Reclamation  Reform  Act  water  conservation 
activities. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program  $6,226,000        FY  1996  request 


$12,022,000 
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Location 


Description 


Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund 
Central  Arizona  Project 

Arizona,  California,  Nevada.  New  Mexico,  Utah 

The  Central  Arizona  Project  (CAP)  Is  located  In  central  and  southern  Arizona, 
southern  California,  southern  Nevada,  western  New  Mexico,  and  southern 
Utah.   The  Navajo  Power  Project  Is  located  In  northern  Arizona. 

The  CAP  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  program  covers  completed 
portions  of  the  project  which  remain  a  Federal  responsibility;  have  not  been 
transfen'ed  to  the  Central  Arizona  Water  Consen/atlon  District  for  repayment; 
long-term  environmental  commitments;  and  Interest  payments  to  the  U.S. 
Treasury.  The  water  development  features  Include  the  New  Waddell  Dam 
portion  of  Regulatory  Storage.  The  power  development  facilities  include 
Reclamations  entitlement  to  547  megawatts  of  power  from  the  Navajo 
Generating  Station,  which  Is  a  2,250  megawatt  coal-fired  steam  plant  operated 
by  the  Salt  River  Project.   The  revenues  from  the  sale  of  any  surplus  power  aid 
In  the  repayment  of  the  CAP.   These  facilities  are  operated  for  power 
production.  Irrigation,  municipal  and  industrial  water  use,  flood  control  and 
recreation. 


Work 
continuing 


Revenues  provide  $84,390,000  for  continuing  O&M  functions  of  the  Navajo 
Generating  Station,  $46,258,000  for  the  interest  payment  to  the  U.S.  Treasury 
for  the  CAP  repayment.  $2,000,000  for  continuing  (O&M)  functions  of  the  New 
Waddell  Dam  pump  generating  plant,  and  $936,000  for  long-term 
environmental  commitments  and  federal  oversight. 

Summarized  Financial  Data 

Navajo  Generating  Station  $  84,390,000 
Environmental  commitments 

and  oversight  of  O&M  878,000 

Other  completed  project 

portions  prior  to  transfer  2,000,000 

Interest  payment  on  aqueduct 

system  46.357.000 

FY  1995  program  $133,625,000 


$  84,390,000 

936,000 

2,000,000 

46.258.000 
FY  1996  program    $133,584,000 
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Location 


DMcription 


Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
Consumptive  Uses  and  Losses 

Arizona,  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  Wyoming 

The  Cotorado  River  Storage  Project  is  located  In  northern  Arizona,  western 
Colorado,  northwestern  New  M^co,  eastern  Utah,  and  southwestern 
Wyomirfg. 

The  Upper  Colorado  River  Storage  Basin  consumptive  use  studies  are  required 
by  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Act  (Public  l.aw  90-537).  which  directs  ttie 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  report  the  annual  coraumptive  uses  and  losses  of 
water  from  the  Colorado  River  system  after  each  5-year  period  beginning  wtth 
the  5-year  period  starting  October  1 ,  1 970.   Section  49  of  the  Navajo  Project 
Participating  Agreement  dated  September  30,  1969,  dealing  with  the 
constrix^tlon  and  operation  of  the  tfiermal  pcwverplant  near  Page,  Artzorta, 
requires  ttie  Secretary  to  report  annually  on  the  use  of  water  in  the  Arizona 
portion  of  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin. 

The  data  contained  in  ttie  annual  report  on  Arizona  water  are  used  to  evaluate 
water  supply  and  water  quality  for  various  other  laws.  The  data  also  are  used 
by  the  Basin  States  in  upidating  the  Colorado  River  Storage  System  hydrologlc 
database,  and  In  preparing  operations  and  water  quality  studies. 


Work 
continuing 


Revenues  of  $250,000  F>rovlde  for  continuation  of  data  coliection  and 
preparation  of  reports  for  tfie  Secretary  of  ttie  Interior.  Activities  include 
mapping  of  irrigation  In  the  Upper  Basin,  development  of  a  computer 
database,  remote  sensing  data  acquisition,  computation  of  consumptive  uses, 
and  reporting. 


Summarizad  Rnancial  Data 
FY  1995  program        $250,000  PY  1996  program 


$250,000 
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Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund 

Colorado  River  Storage  Protect 

Emergency  Funds 

Arizona,  Cdofado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  Wyoming 

l.ocaUon  The  Colofado  River  Storage  Project  Is  located  m  northern  Arizona,  western 

Colorado,  northwestern  New  Mexico,  eastern  Utah,  and  southwestern  Wyoming. 

DMcrlption  The  program  provides  for  emergency  repairs  d  laclltles  to  ensure  conUnued 

operation  o(  the  Color!»do  River  Storage  Project  Initial  Units  and  participating 
projects. 

continuing  The  revenues  o<  $500,000  may  be  used  for  en»ergency  repairs  of  facilities  which 

Include  personnel  costs,  contracts  and  sen/Ices,  materials  and  supplies,  and 
support  services. 

Summarized  Financial  Data 

FY  1995  program         $500,000  FY  1996  program  $500,000 
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Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund 

Colorado  River  Storage  Project 

Initial  Units 

Navajo-CurecanU-Wayne  N.  Aspinall-PIaming  Gorge-Glen  Canyon  Units 

Location  The  Colorado  Rtver  Storage  Project  is  located  in  northern  Arizona,  western  Colorado, 

northwestern  New  Mexico,  eastern  Utah,  and  southwestern  Wyoming. 

Description       The  project  provides  for  continued  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  for  four  main-stem 
storage  units  consisting  of  six  dams  and  reservoirs.  Also  included  are  the  O&M  of  Glen 
Canyon,  Raming  Gorge,  Mon-ow  Point,  Blue  Mesa,  and  Crystal  Powerplants  that  provide 
1,710,000  Itilowatts  of  hydroelectric  power.  Project  benefits  are  inigation,  flood  control, 
municipal  and  industrial  water,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wydlife. 

Operation  and  maintenance  activities  are  perfonned  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 
Funding  of  the  project  is  obtained  from  power  revenues  and  Navajo  Dam  storage  water, 
and  both  are  deposited  In  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund. 


Work 
continuing 


The  revenues  include  $14,961,000  for  continuing  O&M  activities  such  as  personnel 
costs,  supplies  and  materials,  other  contracts  and  services,  land  resources  management 
activities;  and  continuing  replacements,  additions,  and  extraordinary  maintenance  Items. 
The  revenues  also  include  $10,592,000  for  continuing  funding  of  the  endangered  fish 
studies,  the  Raming  Gorge  Environmental  Studies,  the  long-term  monitoring  program. 
Environmental  Studies  and  Compliance,  and  necessary  research  for  P.L  102-575. 


Worit  ttarting 
in  FY  1996 


The  revenues  will  provide  $1,415,000  for  replacements,  including  $80,000  to  replace  4 
vehicles  at  Aspinali  that  meet  age  and  mileage  standards;  $442,000  to  replace  aged 
equipment  at  Aspinali,  Raming  Gorge  and  Glen  Canyon;  $418,000  to  replace  the 
goverrwrs  at  Blue  Mesa  and  Mon-ow  Point  to  decrease  maintenance  and  improve 
reliability;  $389,000  to  replace  the  Morrow  Point  unit  circuit  breai<ers  which  are 
Ijecoming  unreliable;  and  $86,000  to  replace  the  electrical  transfomiers  at  the  Dutch 
John  community,  which  contain  polychlorinated  biphenyl. 

In  addition,  revenues  include  $1,131,000  for  extraordinary  maintenance  Items.  Including 
$242,000  for  safety  modifications  to  Blue  Mesa,  Morrow  Point.  Crystal.  Raming  Gorge 
and  Glen  Canyon  to  comply  with  the  Life  Safety  code;  $1 12.000  for  the  heat  and  air 
conditioning  systems  at  Blue  Mesa  and  Mon-ow  Point  to  decrease  energy  requirements; 
$235,000  for  realigning  Navajo's  highway  intersection  to  reduce  safety  hazards;  $335,000 
to  paint  or  replace  the  Mon-ow  Point  spiral  stairs  which  are  deteriorating;  $103,000  for 
replacement  of  the  Raming  Gorge  turbine  water  flow  meter  to  increase  operating 
efficiency;  and  $104,000  for  removing  asbestos  at  the  Raming  Gorge  community  of 
Dutch  John. 
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fTlMS  The  change  is  due  to  a  decrease  In  estimated  O&M  costs.   In  addition,  the  Glen  Canyon 

Environmental  Studies  are  scheduled  to  tje  completed  in  calendar  year  1995,  and  the 
final  Glen  Canyon  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  scheduled  to  be  filed  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  in  March  1995. 

Summarized  Financial  Data 

FY  1995  program  $31,001,000  FY  1996  program  $28,099,000 
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Location 
DMcrlption 


Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund 

Colorado  River  Storage  Project 

Quality  of  Water 

Arizona,  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah.  Wyoming 

This  project  Is  located  In  northern  Arizona,  western  Colorado,  northwestern 
New  Mexico,  eastern  Utah,  and  southwestern  Wyoming. 

The  Colorado  River  Storage  Basin  Quality  of  Water  Studies  are  required  by 
Putjiic  Laws  84^t85  and  87-590.  Congress  has  directed  the  Secretary  oJ  the 
Interior  to  report  biennially  on  the  quality  of  water  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin. 
As  a  result  of  a  directive  In  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Act. 
Public  Law  93-320,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  was  given  leadership  In 
preparing  the  report,  and  coordinates  with  the  U.S.  Geological  Su-vey    Studtes 
are  made  at  key  points  In  the  Colorado  River  Basin  to  evaluate  both  historical 
and  quality  conditions  under  future  levels  of  development.  Water  qualrty 
stations  are  monitored  at  21  locations  by  cooperative  agreement  vflth  the 
Geological  Survey. 

The  report  also  documents  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  projections  of  future 
water  development  which  are  then  used  to  predict  salinity  and  adjust  the 
needs  of  the  Salinity  Control  Plan.  Several  reports  are  based  on  these 
projections  Including  the  Joint  Evaluation  Report  of  the  Salinity  Control  Plan 
and  the  Triennial  Review  of  the  Salinity  Control  Standards  that  is  prepared  by 
the  Basin  States  and  is  required  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to 
meet  the  provisions  of  the  Oean  Water  Act.  All  of  these  reports  are  prepared 
cooperatively  with  the  Basin  States,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture  U.S.  Geological  Sun/ey,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  Intemational  Boundary  and  Water  Commission. 


Work 
continuing 


Revenues  of  $250,000  enable  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  continue  a 
monitoring  program  which  evaluates  salinity  causes,  new  sources,  reductions, 
and  trends  in  the  Colorado  River  System.  Activities  include  data  acquisrtion 
and  analysis,  preparation  of  status  reports,  and  preparation  of  the  biennial 
report  to  Congress. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program       $250,000  FY  1996  program 


$250,000 
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Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund 

Colorado  River  Storage  Project 

Safety  Evaluation  of  Existing  Dams 

Arizona,  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  Wyoming 

Location  The  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Is  located  In  northern  Arizona,  western 

Colorado,  northwestern  New  Mexico,  eastern  Utah,  and  southwestern  Wyoming. 

Description  The  program  of  $300,000  provides  for  continued  safety  examinations  of  existing 

dams  and  field  Investigation  for  modification  decision  analysis  of  dams  In  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project 

Summarized  Rnancial  Data 
FY  1995  program         $300,000  FY  1996  program  $300,000 


Operation  and  Maintenance  -  87 


423 


Uppttr  Colorado  RIvor  Basin  Fund 

Colorado  River  Storage  Project 

Seedslcadee  Participating  Project 

Wyoming 

Location  The  project  is  located  In  the  Upper  Green  River  Basin  in  southwestern  Wyoming. 

Description       The  project  provides  for  continued  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  of  tfie  Fontenelie 
Dam,  powerpiant,  and  related  facilities,  including  those  for  the  residential  community. 
The  reservoir  is  operated  for  municipal  and  industrial  water  use,  power  production,  flood 
control,  recreation  and  downstream  fishery,  and  wildlife  refuge.  The  powerpiant  consists 
of  one  generator  that  produces  10,000  kilowatts  of  hydroelectric  power. 

Operation  and  maintenance  activities  are  perfomned  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclan«tlon. 
Funding  of  the  project  is  obtained  from  power  revenues  and  from  municipal  and 
industrial  water  sold  to  the  State  of  Wyoming,  and  both  are  deposited  In  the  Upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  Fund. 


Work 

continuing         Revenues  will  provide  $522,000  for  continuing  O&M  expenses  such  as  personnel  costs, 

materials  and  supplies,  and  other  contracts  and  services,  and  land  resources 

management  activities. 

Work  starting 

In  FY  1996        Revenues  also  wPI  provide  $15,000  for  maintenance  of  the  turbine  vwiter  flow  meter. 

Changes  from 

FY  1995  The  decrease  is  due  to  the  completion  of  the  roadway  repairs,  resource  management 

plan  and  hazardous  waste  dump  surveys.  Also  funding  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
for  O&M  of  the  recreation  areas  has  been  relocated  to  a  recreation  program. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 
FY  1995  program  $630,000  FY  1996  request 


$537,000 


Operation  and  Maintenance  -  88 


424 


OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

PERMANENT  APPROPRIATION 

FINANCED  PROGRAM 
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Location 
DMcription 


Colorado  River  Dam  Fund 
Boulder  Canyon  Project 

Arizona,  Nevada 

The  project  is  located  in  southern  Nevada  and  western  Arizona. 

The  project  provides  for  the  continuing  operation  and  maintenance  (O&M)  o> 
Hoover  Dam  and  Powerplant  and  uprating  o(  the  powerplant  generating  units. 
Hoover  Dam  forms  Lake  Mead,  providing  flood  control,  river  regulation,  fish 
and  wildlife  benefrts.  municipal  and  irxjustrial  water  supplies  for  local  arxj 
downstream  purposes,  and  major  recreational  activities  for  the  southwestern 
United  States.   The  powerplant  provides  an  annual  power  generation  of 
approximately  4.3  billion  kWh  of  low  cost,  renewable  hydropower  which  serves 
various  sections  of  the  Soutliwest  and  the  Nation  as  a  whole.   Maximum 
powerplant  caF>acity  totals  2,079  MW. 


Work 
continuing 


The  request  Includes  $26,010,000  for  contlnuir>g  O&M  functions  of  the  project 
including  continuing  expenses  such  as  personnel  costs,  regional  arxl  Denver 
office  support  services,  materials  and  supplies,  water  scheduling,  and  guide 
service  expenses,  as  well  as  $12,100,000  for  interest  and  payments  to  the 
States  of  Arizona  and  Nevada,  all  of  which  are  required  for  continued  delivery 
of  project  benefits.  Also  included  are  renovation  of  a  badly  deteriorated 
roadway  due  to  safety  cor>cems,  a  fire  alarm  system  which  will  satisfy  OSHA 
requirements,  centralize  control  and  provide  complete  coverage;  replacement 
of  an  unreliat>le  joint-use  microwave  system:   replacement  of  thrust  bearing 
coolers  which  leak  when  movement  occurs,   replacement  of  a  marginally 
operable  cooling  water  eductor  system:  replacement  of  dated  crane  controls 
and  wiring:  replacement  of  corroded  piping:  replacement  of  badly  cavitated 
and  worn  pressure  relief  valves:  detection  and  handling  of  hazardous 
materials:  communication  test  equipment  to  protect  against  loss  of  efficiency 
or  system  falures:  replacerr>ent  of  control  system  test  equipment  due  to 
obsolescerK^e,  breakage  and  technology  changes;  transportation  equipment; 
and  miscellaneous  minor  equipment. 

In  addition,  $1 ,043.000  Is  included  to  complete  the  powerplant  uprating 
program  to  provide  an  additktnal  645  MW  of  capacity. 


Worti  starting 
InFY  1M6 


The  request  includes  $1,740,000  for  replacements  and  additions,  including 
replacement  of  outdated  control  system  componems  which  are  difficJt  to 
maintain;  replacement  of  existing  turt>ine  components,  which  are  cavHated 
and  worn  beyorxj  repair  capability,  to  decrease  leakage  through  wicket  gates 
and  increase  unit  efficiency;  replacemertt  of  obsolete  communication  system 
equipment  to  protect  against  failure  or  loss  of  operating  efficiency: 
replacement  of  pumps  and  eductors  in  central  sectkxi  which  are  marginally 
operable;  replacement  of  severely  damaged  grourKJing  equipment  which 
provides  protection  to  generating  equipment;  replacement  of  severely 
corroded  critical  equipment  for  the  wastewater  treatment  facilities;  and 
replacement  of  worn  or  uruafe  shop  equipment. 
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In  addition,  $654,000  is  included  in  the  request  for  renovation  of  uneven 
walking  surfaces  which  create  a  safety  fiazard  In  the  safety  island  area; 
renovation  of  the  existing  exhit>it  building  to  fKXise  the  security  division;  and 
work  necessary  to  comply  with  the  Ufe  Safety  Code  programs. 

Change*  from 

FY  199S  The  char>ge  is  due  to  Increases  in  interest  as  a  result  of  placing  the  Bcwider 

Canyon  Project  Visitor  Faclities  Into  reptayment.  extraordinary  maintenance, 
O&M,  and  administrative  and  general  expense;  partially  offset  by  decreases  in 
the  upratir>g  program  and  replacements  and  additions. 

Sumntarized  Financial  Data 

FY  1995  program  $31,716,000  FY  1996  request  $41,547,000 
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CONSTRUCTION 

Pag* 

_    ■  -.       *  -.1  .u.  Number 

Project  or  Activtty^ . _ ^ 

AIIAmerlcan  Canal  Projecl  (D&MC) 328 

Anlmas-La  Plata  Participating  Project,  CRSP    *u/ 

Aubum-Folsom  South  Unit.  CVP   '^ 


Bartlen  Dam  Salt  Rh/er  Project  (SOD)    ^ 

Belle  Fourche  Unit.  P-SMBP    


Boise  Project.  (D&MC)    l\l 

BonnevBle  Unit.  Central  Utah  Participating  Project.  CRSP ^^ 

Bostwick  Division.  P-SMBP  (D&MC) ^^8 

Boulder  Canyon  Project    

Brantley  Projecl  (D&MC) ^'^ 

Caddo  Lake.  Wetlands  Development  (D&MC) 329 

Central  Arizona  Project  (CAP)  (Includes  Water  and  Povxer  Development. 

Navajo  Capital  Improvements  and  Safety  of  Dams)  LCRBDF m 

Central  Utah  Participating  Project  (CUP).  CRSP 

Bonneville  Unit • 215 

Central  Valley  Project  (CVP) 

Aubum-Foisom  South  Unit    

Delta  Division 

Miscellaneous  Project  Programs 

Sacramento  River  Division 

San  Felipe  Division 

San  Joaquin  Division 

San  Luis  Unit   

Shasta  Divisksn 

Trinity  River  Restoration  Program    

Colorado  River  Basin  Project.  CAP    

Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project  (CRBSCP); 

Title  I  Division '*' 

Title  II  Division: 

Grand  Valley  Unit    '** 

Lower  Gunnison  Basin  Stage 

Paradox  Valley  Unit ^"' 


129 
135 
141 
149 
155 
161 
165 
175 
181 
111 


197 
201 
205 


Title  II.  New  Format 

Colorado  River  Front  Work  and  Levee  System  (D&MC)    318 

Colorado  River  Storage  Project,  CRSP 

Animas-La  Plata  Participating  Project ^' 

Bonneville  Unit.  Central  Utah  Participating  Project    215 

Dolores  Participating  Project " 

Dallas  Creek  Project  (D&MC)    

Glen  Canyon  Dam.  Temperature  Control   

Recreational  Fish  and  WildlHe  Facyities.  Section  8    311 

Columl>ia  and  Snake  River  Salmon  Recovery  Project 2^ 

Columbia  Basin  Project.  Inigatlon  Facilities  "9 

Construction  -  91 


328 
311 
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CONSTRUCTION 

Page 
Pro)ect  or  ActlvHy Number 

Coolldge  Dam,  San  Carlos  Project  (BIA)  (SOD)   335 

Costilla  Dam  Repair    104 

Crooked  River  Project,  Ochoco  Dam  (SOD) 333 

Cultural  Resources  (D&MC) 328 

Dallas  Creek  Project,  CRSP  fD&MC)   328 

Delta  Division,  CVP 135 

Department  Dam  Safety  Program  (SOD)    333 

Detail  of  Funding  FY  1995  and  FY  1996 103 

Dolores  Paniclpating  Project,  CRSP 221 

Drainage  and  Minor  Construction  Program  (D&MC) 317 

All-Amerlcan  Canal  Project    328 

Boise  Project   319 

Brantley  Project   319 

Colorado  RK/er  Front  Work  arxl  Levee  System 319 

Cultural  Resources 328 

Dallas  Creek  Project,  CRSP 328 

Hungry  Horse  Selective  Withdrawal 328 

Klamath  Project    320 

Lake  Andes,  Marty  II 103 

Lake  Meredith  Salinity  Control 320 

Leadvllle/Arkansas  River  Recovery    321 

McGee  Creek  Project   321 

Mountain  Park  Project 322 

Newlands  Project 322 

Nueces  River  Project    323 

Palmetto  Bend  Project    323 

PIck-Sioan  Missouri  Basin  Program  (P-SMBP) 

Bostv^fick  Division 328 

East  Bench  Unit    328 

Fanwell  Unit 328 

North  Loup  Division 324 

Oahe  Unit   324 

Owl  Creek  Unit    329 

RapW  Valley  Project   329 

Reclamation  Recreation  Management  Act  -  Title  28    325 

Recreation  Facilities  at  Existing  Reservoirs  (With  Recreation  Management)    325 

Tres  Rios  Wetlands  Demonstration    326 

Wetlands  Development 327 

Yakima  Fish  Passage  and  Protective  Faclities 327 

East  Bench  Unit,  P-SMBP  (D&MC)    328 

Endangered  Species  Conservation/Recovery  Project  (LC)   239 

Endangered  Species  Conservation/Recovery  Project  (PN) 243 

Constructk>n  -  92 
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CONSTRUCTION 

Pag* 

_    .    .       »-«.  j^  _Numb«f 

Project  or  Activity 

Endangered  Species  Recovery  Implementation  Program  (UC)    24 

Energy  and  Water  Product  Efficiency I*- 

Equus  Beds.  Groundwater  Recharge  (S&T)   


328 

Garrison  Diversion  Unit,  P-SMBP 


97 
General  Statement 


Glen  Canyon  Dam  Temperature  Control  (CRSP)    

Global  Climate  Cfiange  (S&T)   


311 
105 
193 


Grand  Valley  Unit  (CRBSCP) 

Groundvwiter  Recharge  Demonstration  Program  (S&T) 

334 

Horseshoe  Dam  (SOD) '  "  -loa 

Hungry  Horse  Selective  Withdrawal  System  (D&MC)    '"=" 

251 
Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement  Projects " 

Initiate  Safety  of  Dams  Connective  Action  (SOD) *V 

Improved  River  Basin  Control    

320 

Klamath  Project  (D&MC) "" 

103 

Lake  Andes  Wagner  -  Marly  II 

Lake  Meredith  Salinity  Control  (D&MC)    ;Jf| 

Land  Retirement   (see  CVP.  San  Joaquin)   

Leadville/Arkansas  River  Recovery  Project  (D&MC)   ^ 

Los  Angeles  Area  Water  Reclamation/Reuse   

Lower  Gunnison  (CRBSCP) 

321 

McGee  Creek  Project  (D&MC) 259 

MU-Dakota  Rural  Water  Project 

Milk  River  Project,  Glasgow  Division  (R&B)    ^^ 

Minidoka  Project,  Norlhskde  Drainwater     ~ 

Miscellaneous  Project  Programs,  CVP ^gy 

Mni  Wiconi  Project   ''.'„'  'J,-'  \ -joo 

Modification  Reports  and  Preconstruction  Activity  (see  SOD  Corrective  Action  Studies) 3JJ 

Mountain  Park  Project  (D&MC)   ^ 

271 

National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation    '' ' 

Navajo  Powerplant  Capital  Improvements,  (Scrubbers),  CAP    

New  Contracts ___ 

Newlands  Project  (D&MC) "t 

North  Loup  Division,  PSMBP  (D&MC) ^f* 

Northem  Cheyenne  Water  Rights 

Nueces  River  Project  (D&MC) 

Construction  -  93 
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CONSTRUCTION 

Project  or  Activity _ 


Page 
Number 


Oahe  Unit,  P-SMBP  (D&MC) 324 

Ogden  River  Project  (R&B) ^16 

Owl  Creel*  Unit.  P-SMBP  (D&MC)   329 

Palmetto  Bend  Project  (D&MC) 323 

Paradox  Valley  Unit  CRBSCP 201 

Pick-Sloan  Missouri  Basin  Program  (P-SMBP) 

Belle  Fourciie  Unit    273 

Bostwlck  Division  (D&MC) 328 

East  Bencii  UnK  (D&MC) 328 

Fanwell  Unit  (D&MC) 328 

Garrison  Diversion  Unit 279 

Lake  Andes-Wagner/Marty  II ^"3 

Nortfi  Loup  Division  (D&MC) 324 

Oatie  Unit  (D&MC)   324 

Owl  Creek  (D&MC) 329 

Program  by  Type  of  Work '"^ 

RapW  Valley  Project  (D&MC) 

Reclamatton  Recreation  Management  Act  -  Title  28    325 

Recreation  Facilities  at  Existing  Reservoirs  (D&MC)  (See  Recreation  Management)    325 

Recreational  and  Fish  and  WadlHe  Facilities.  CRSP 311 

Rehabilitation  and  Bettemient  ot  Existing  Projects  (R&B)    313 

Milk  River  Project.  Glasgow  Diviston    316 

Ogden  River  Project 315 

Shoshone  Project 315 

Weber  Basin  Project 315 

Roosevelt  Dam  (SOD) 335 

Sacramento  River  Division.  CVP    ]•  j^ 

Salton  Sea  Low-Heat  Desalinatton  (see  Water  Treatment  Technology.  Western  Water  Projects)  350 

Safety  of  Dams(SOD)   331 

Crooked  River  Project,  Ochoco  Dam *^ 

Department  Dam  Safety  Program    ^ 

Initiate  Safety  of  Dams  Corrective  Action  (ISCA) 333 

Modification  Reports  and  Preconstructlon  Activity  (see  SOD  Corrective  Action  Studies) 333 


329 


San  Carlos.  Coolklge  Dam 


335 


SOD  Con-ecth/e  ActkMi  Studies   336 
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CONSTRUCTION 

Page 
Project  or  Activity ^ Number 

Salt  River  Pro|ect   334 

Bartlett  Dam    334 

Horseshoe  Dam    334 

Stewart  Mountain  Dam 105 

Theodore  Roosevelt  Dam,  (CAP)    335 

Umatilla  Project,  Cold  Springs  Dam 336 

San  Carlos  Irrigation  Project,  Coolidge  Dam  (BIA)  (SOD) 335 

San  Diego  Area  Water  Reclamation 289 

San  Gabriel  Basin  Project 293 

San  Felipe  Division,  CVP 155 

San  Joaquin  Division,  CVP    161 

San  Luis  Unit,  CVP 165 

San  Jose  Water  Reclamation/Reuse   299 

Science  and  Technology  (S&T) 339 

Energy  and  Water  Product  Efficiency 341 

Global  Climate  Change 

Groundwater  Recharge  Demonstration  Program 342 

Improved  River  Basin  Control    344 

Technology  Advancement 345 

Water  Treatment  Technology 350 

Watershed  Modeling  Systems  Initiative    353 

Water  Technology  and  Environmental  Research 346 

Seedskadee,  CRSP  (Section  8)  312 

Shasta  Division,  CVP,  Including  Shasta  Temperature  Control  Device 175 

Shoshone  Project  (R&B) 316 

Stewart  Mountain  Dam,  Salt  River  Project  (SOD) 105 

Sumn^rized  Financial  Data 99 

Strawberry  Valley,  CRSP  (Section  8)   104 

Technology  Advancement 345 

Title  I  Division  (CRBSCP)    187 

Title  II  Division  (CRBSCP) 

Grand  Valley  Unit     193 

Lxiwer  Gunnison  Unit    197 

Paradox  Valley  Unit    201 

Title  II,  New  Format    205 

Tres  Rios  WetlarKJs  Demonstration    326 

Total  Scheduled  Program 102 

Trinity  River  Restoration  Program.  CVP    181 

Umatilla  Project    305 

Umatilla  Project,  Cold  Springs  Dam  (SOD) 336 

Underfinancing 105 
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Pag* 

.    ,  _^  Numb«r 

Project  or  Activity 

309 

Water  Conservation  Challenge  Partnerships ^^ 

Watershed  Modeling  Systems  (S&T)    

Water  Technology  and  Environmental  Research  (S&T) ^^ 

Water  Treatment  Technology  (S&T) 

Wayne  N.  Aspinall  Unit.  CRSP  (Section  8)   ^ 

Weber  Basin  Project  (R&B) ^27 

Wetlands  Development  (D&MC)    

Yakima  Fish  Passage  and  Protective  Facilities  (D&MC) ^^7 

Yuma  Desalting  Plant  (see  Title  I,  CRBSCP) "* 
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The  Bureau  of  Redamation  continues  Its 
transition  Into  becoming  the  premier  water 
resources  management  agency.  Major  efforts 
are  underway  In  water  resources  and 
ecosystem  management.  Redamation  will 
continue  to  place  increasing  emphasis  on 
resources  management  and  protection,  and 
future  project  development  wfll  be  oriented 
towards  nonstructural  arxj  nontraditlor^ 
projects.   However,  there  remain  several  large 
structural  water  resource  development  projects 
tfiat  have  tieen  under  construction  for  years. 
Consistent  with  budget  priorities,  It  Is 
Redamation's  policy  to  seek  adequate  funding 
to  complete  these  ongoing  construction  efforts 
so  that  project  benefits  can  t>e  realized  and 
project  repayment  initiated. 

FY  1996  Program 

Appropriation  Financed  Projects 
and  Programs 

For  FY  1996,  Redamation  requests 
$375,943,000  for  tfie  Construction  Program. 
These  funds  wHI  wori<  toward  completing 
projects,  providing  t}enefits,  and  initiating 
repayment.  Dam  safety  activities  wfll  continue 
in  order  to  reduce  the  risk  which  our  structures 
may  present  to  the  publk:. 

Thie  Construction  Program  Is  moving  away  from 
constructing  large  cMI  works  projects  artd 
moving  toward  developing  Innovative  water 
conservation  programs,  alternative  sources  of 
water,  and  efficient  use  of  limited  supplies,  arxl 
environmental  restoration. 

During  FY  1996,  constructkxi  wit  be  underway 
on  32  major  projects,  a  numt)er  of  smaller 
projects  and  programs,  and  various  studies  arxl 
activities  in  the  Science  and  Technology 
program. 

Program  Highlights 

Fish  and  Wildlife  MWaation  and  Enhancement 

River  basin  fisfieries  are  being  revitalized 
(e.g.  Columbia/Snake  River  Salmon  Recovery. 


CVP,  Delta  Divisksn  and  Shasta  Temperature 
Control  Device,  Leadvllle  /Arkansas  River 
Recovery)  and  ecosystems  protected  (e.g. 
Endangered  Species  Conservation  and 
Recovery).  The  National  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Foundation  (NFWF)  Program  wUI  implement 
conservation  arvj  environmental  enhancement 
projects.  This  will  expand  the  productive 
relatk>nshlp  between  the  NFWF  and 
Redanr^tion  by  leveraging  Federal  funds  with 
non-Federal  cost-sharing  from  a  variety  of 
sources. 

Water  Reuse 

Title  XVI  of  Public  Law  102-575  authorized 
Redamation  to  participate  in  the  design, 
planning,  and  construction  of  several  water 
redamation  and  reuse  projects  In  partnership 
with  non-Federal  entitles.   Projects  In  the  Los 
Angeles,  San  Gabriel,  San  Jose,  and  San  Diego 
areas  will  continue.  These  projects  will  be  cost- 
shared,  with  a  minimum  of  75  f)ercent  of  the 
costs  provkJed  by  non-Federal  partners.  The 
research  program  also  has  projects  undenway 
to  apply  techniques  for  water  reuse. 

Native  Americans 

The  FY  1996  Proposal  indudes  vital  programs  In 
support  of  Native  Americans  and  their  self- 
determination  efforts.  The  Bureau  of 
Redamation  will  provide  improved  dam  safety 
and  significant  water  and  power  tienefits  to 
Native  Americans.   Some  projects  are  primarily 
for  the  l>enefit  of  Indian  tribes,  such  as  the  Mni 
Wk;oni  and  Umatilla  Projects;  others  have  an 
essential  Indian  component,  such  as  the  Central 
Arizona,  Dolores,  Garrison  and  Animas-LaPlata 
Projects.  The  Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement 
Program  will  continue. 

Water  Quantity  and  Quality 

Many  areas  of  the  West,  particularly  Indian 
communities,  fiave  water  supplies  that  are 
inadequate  for  daily  use,  substandard,  and/or 
unsafe.  Redamation  fias  tieen  directed  by 
several  project  authorizations  (Mnl  WiconI, 
Mki-Dakota,  etc)  to  provMe  adequate  munteipai. 
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rural  and  Industrtal  (MR&l)  water  supplies. 
SaHnKy  control  protects  reduce  saK  loading  In 
rtver  basins,  and  provide  Improved  quality  water 
supplies.  Desalting  research  and  the  New 
Format  for  the  CRBSCP  Tide  II  Division  focuses 
on  developing  effective  salinity  control 
techniques. 

Resource  Management  arxl  Corwervation 

The  new  Water  Conservation  Partnerships 
program  wW  stimulate  practical  new  ideas  to 
save  water.  Most  ongoing  construction  projects 
IrKiude  water  management  and  conservation 
components.  Reclamation  continues  Its 
emphasis  on  water  conservation  projects,  as 
wen  as  on  specific  wetlands  development  The 
Recreation  Management  program  authorized  tiy 
P.L  102-575  wBI  continue,  with  widespread  use 
of  non-Federal  matching  funds.  Tlie  program 
wll  restore  and  upgrade  Inadequate  recreation 
fadlties  to  meet  health,  safety,  and  other  codes. 

Other  Funding 

Scarce  Federal  furxJs  are  leveraged  by  seeking 
nort-Federal  cost-sharing,  aixj  maldng 
agreements  with  otfier  Federal  agencies.  In 
addition  to  the  amount  of  new  hinds  requested 
for  the  ConstnKtion  Program,  $63,828,500  of 
up-front  cost-sharing  will  be  provided  by 
non-Federal  sources,  $12,578,500  In  non-cash 
services,  $169,270,000  for  the  non-Federal 
cost-sfiare  In  the  four  water  reclamation  and 
reuse  projects,  plus  $615,000  by  ottier  Federal 
agencies  for  worlc  on  Reclamation  construction 
projects.  Another  $43,579,000  Is  planned  to 
come  from  the  Central  Valley  Project 
Restoration  Fund. 

The  appropriation  request  of  $375,943,000 
provides  for  a  total  scheduled  program  of 
$404,575,000  (new  request)  which  has  been 
reduced  by  an  urxlerfinancing  anrwunt  of 
$-2e,632,000. 


Figure  1  in  this  section  llustrates  tfie  elements 
which  comprise  the  FY  1996  fundirtg 
requirements  for  the  total  scheduled  program. 

The  major  portion  of  tfie  total  schediied 
program  requested  for  tlie  Construction 
Program,  $337  million,  is  required  to  contirKie 
wortc  urtderway  prior  to  FY  1995.  After 
underflnandng,  there  is  an  estimated 
$30  million  avaRat)le  to  fund  new  activities 
under  tfie  appropriation  request  New  activities 
Include  new  contract  awards,  land  acquisitions, 
materials  and  supplies,  data  collection,  arxl 
design.  Figure  2  in  this  section  shows  the  total 
scheduled  construction  program  of  $405  mlllon 
(new  request)  by  percentage  compositioa 

Accomplishment  of  ttie  FY  1996  Construction 
Program  wOl  Improve  putillc  safety,  and  provide 
additional  water  and  power  service  for  years  to 
come.   During  1996,  facQItles  wBI  be  completed 
that  wll  increase  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supplies  by  30,000  acre-feet  and  daily  recreation 
capacity  by  another  770  visitors.   Direct 
Irrigation  sendee  wHI  be  increased  by  7,000 
acres  arxJ  new  supplemental  water  service  wli 
be  provided  to  over  42,000  acres.   Power 
generation,  water  conservation,  fish  arxl  widlife 
mitigation,  and  salinity  control  wBI  continue. 

The  Science  and  Technology  program  is  aimed 
at  developing  Innovative  and  cost  effective 
techniques  for  Improving  project  operation  and 
maintenance,  solving  water  quality  problems, 
reducing  the  costs  and  environmental  impacts 
of  water  treatment  systems,  optimizing 
competing  water  uses  and  river  basin 
management,  advarvdng  standards  for  energy 
and  water  product  efficiency,  and  demonstrating 
ttie  potential  for  groundwater  recharge  and 
otfier  technologies. 
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8u«nm>riwd  Financial  Data 

Enacted  Request 

Construction  Program  FY  1 995  FY  1996 

Appropriation  $432,727,000  $375,943,000 

Application  of  prior  year  funds  25,183.807 

Non-Federal  participation  •  cash  J/  39,546,000  63.828.500 

CWwr  Federal  agency  participation  2.441.000  615.000 

Total  obligations  $499,897,807  $440,386,500 

Non-Federei  participation  -  aerAcetg/  95.680.500  181.848.500 

Total  program  $595,578,307  $622,235,000 

1/      On  tiw  tMsis  of  the  commltmerts  made  t)etween  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  State  of 
Callfomia  on  June  27,  1994,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  awarded  ttie  contract  for  construction  of  the 
Shasta  Dam  Tamparatura  Control  Davfca  (TCD)  and  is  proceeding  on  an  aggressive  schedule  in  order 
to  provide  adequate  spawning  and  rearing  condUons  for  Sacramento  River  fisheries  whie  also 
generating  hydropower  at  the  dam.  In  accordance  with  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  in 
P.L  102-575,  the  State  of  CalVomla  sfiare  of  ttie  costs  is  approximately  $20  mWon.  A  commitment  from 
.  ttie  State  to  provide  these  funds  must  tie  received  by  March  31, 1995;  othenwise  Reclamation's  budget 
request  wl  need  to  be  adjusted.  A  list  of  offsets  In  the  FY  1996  budget  would  be  Identified  for  reduction 
In  order  to  ensure  payment  of  contract  coats  Incurred  for  ttie  Shasta  TCO. 

Z/    Includes  $85,500,000  In  FY  1995  and  $169,270,000  in  FY  1996  for  75%  non-Federal  cost-sharing  in 
«rater  reuse  and  reclamation  projects. 

Protect  AKhorizatlons 

AJ  construction  activities  for  FY  1996  can  tM  performed  under  current  authorizations,  with  the  exceptions 
of  the  Central  Valley  Project  (CVP),  TrMty  Rivar  DMaion;  and  the  Cotorado  Hbm  Basin  Salinity 
Control  Proj«4  (CRBSCP),  TWa  II  New  Format 

There  are  six  other  projects  that  wotM  require  legislation  to  increase  appropriation  celir>gs  before  they 
could  be  completed  as  auttwrtzed.  These  are:  the  Aubum-Fotoom  South  Unit,  the  San  Luia  Unit,  and 
possijiy  the  San  Felipe  DMaion,  CVP;  TWa  H  DMaion,  CRBSCP;  the  Gairlaon  Divarsion  Unit, 
P-SMBP;  and  the  Anknaa-U  Plata  Proiact,  CRSP. 

As  a  result  of  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  audft  on  the  Hoover  Dam  Visitor  Fadltles  Program,  current 
policies  on  the  methodology  used  to  cateulate  appropriation  celings  for  Reclamation  projects  have  been 
revised.  Policies  and  procedures  have  been  estatilished  to  ensure  that  Individual  cellng  components, 
project  units,  are  irxlexed,  reviewed  and  reported  to  Congress  as  necessary.  Appropriation  celings 
without  specific  breaitdowns  to  project  units  fwve  been  divided  \rtio  major  project  units  and  reported 
accordktgiy. 
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E!Tw«^^kKtui«8  may  I*  legnlly  oMlgalM  to  caolnue  wo*  wHhout  regurd  to  pattntoed 
SX^^S5Tc;Sr^?i.)™ilnrH«»v«.  a,  .  ™n«  o.  po.ic.  «»  pa«k.ned 
cellngs  are  being  calculated  and  reported  to  Congress. 

Twn  nmi«ct*  are  beina  reoorted  as  exceeding  their  celing  calculations,  when  partitioned  by  project  unit 
^^"X^^^^^  and  th?Dolores  Participating  Proiect  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage 
Project 

Pynendltures4o<late  and  balanee4<w»mpletlon  costs  were  divided  Into  separable  projerts  or  project 
SS^S^^^^Twie^compaSd  to  the  portion  of  the  appropriation  ceilng  which  was 
SltX?S^ra^P«)|eC  or  ^Toject  units.  The  estimates  by  project  unit  are  approximate. 
Further  analysis  Is  required  to  refine  these  estimates. 
The  status  of  specific  project  appropriation  cellngs  Is  detailed  on  the  Individual  project  data  sheets. 
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FY  1996  CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 

(In  Thousands  of  Dollars) 


Total  Scheduled  Program:  $404,575  * 


R&B 
$     4,749 


Other  Regiiar  Construction 

and  Salinity 
$       157, 


LCRBDF  Regular 
^.^^    Construction 
$     92,725 


F&WL 
$     1,920 

Program  by  Type  of  Work 

Figure  1 


'RtpraMnb  total  Redimtion  raqummnl  Mthoul  thi  iMO-FidMil  ind  oHw  lidml  mounl 
(tS«,3tl,00l))or  th«  ippicHJon  ol  llnd((fn«Kin9((-2l,632,IIIIO| 
CVP  ResloralioA  Fund  no)  induded. 
LCRBDF  =  Lmr  Colondo  Rhw  Bom  DtvtiapnMl  Fund  fnduding  CAP). 
UCflBF  =  Upper  Colondo  River  Basin  Fund  fiKludlng  Ceitai  UUk  Prajei^. 
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FY  1996  CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 

(in  Thousands  of  Dollars) 


Total  Scheduled  Program 


Underfinancing 
7.2% 


Figure  2 


'llluitratM  th«  proportion  o<  in  contncti 

to  ongoing  constnjction  wo(t  mithout  ttit 

•ppllcation  of  t-28,632.000  d  undwfinancing. 


Restoration  Fund 
excluded. 


WOOdlskcpSt  A:\CoinlI.eh3 
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BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 

(In  ttwusandi  Of  dofafs) 


Projects 

NewBdgt 

.__pyi995  — 
Prior  YrNon/Ottier 

fYl99«- 

New  Bdgt  Non/Other 



Authorltv 

Funds  Federal 

Total 

Authorltv  Federal 

Total 

Regular  construction: 

Boulder  Canyon 

3,866 

10              0 

3,876 

0 

0 

Central  Arizona  Proj  (see  also  SOO) 

142,767 

942       11.944 

155.6S3 

92,725 

$.584 

96,309 

Non- Indian  Olstrib  Systems 

0 

3 

3 

0 

0 

Watsr  Development 

110.767 

939       11,944 

123,650 

72,425 

3,584 

76,009 

Navajo  Capital  Improvements 

32,000 

32,000 

20.300 

20,300 

Central  Valley  Project 

Auburn- Folsom  South  Unit,  CVP 

2.137 

66           610 

2,813 

1.357 

787 

2.144 

Delta  Division.  CVP 

4,569 

692 

5,461 

6.500 

6.500 

Mbc.  Proj.  Prog,  ml  Unscreened  Diva 

8,009 

650 

8,659 

11.869 

2,250 

14,119 

Sacramento  River  Division.  CVP 

3,195 

503 

3.698 

875 

2,200 

3,075 

San  Feipe,  CVP 

193 

193 

664 

664 

San  Joaquin  Division.  CVP 

1,228 

1,228 

0 

0 

San  Luis  Unit,  CVP 

647 

777           521 

1,945 

800 

275 

1.075 

Stiasta  Division.  CVP 

17,679 

684 

18,363 

749 

20,000 

20.749 

Trinity  River  Restoration  Prog,  CVP 

4,295 

593 

4.888 

5.067 

5.067 

Colorado  River  Salnity  Control: 

TittelOncL  Yuma  Desalting) 

3,011 

4 

3.015 

2,300 

2.300 

Grand  Vaky  Unit 

7,070 

7.070 

5.799 

5.799 

Ijower  Gunnison  Basin  Stage  1 

698 

131 

829 

1,231 

1,231 

Paradox  Valey  Unit 

2,350 

2,350 

300 

300 

THle  II  New  Format 

0 

0 

6,000 

6,000 

CRSP  Construction  -  Section  S 

Animas -La  Plata 

6,414 

45 

6,459 

4.879 

670 

5.549 

CUP,  Bonnevie  Unit 

13.480 

3,995 

17.475 

13.579 

13.579 

Dolores  Project 

2,931 

95 

3.026 

3.470 

3,470 

Columbia  Basin,  inigation  FacMes 

4,800 

139 

4.939 

1.698 

1,698 

Coiumbla/Snalte  R.  Salmon  Recoveiy 

5,600 

519 

6.119 

15.000 

15,000 

Endangrd  Species  Conserv/Rec  LC 

1,454 

1.454 

2.170 

2,170 

4,340 

Endangrd  Species  Recovery  PN 

0 

0 

170 

170 

Endangrd  Species  Recovery  UC 

5,198 

157 

5,355 

6.373 

6.373 

Indian  Water  Rigirts  Settlement 

3.175 

1,060 

4,235 

4.357 

4.357 

Los  Angeles  Area  Waste  Water  Reuse 

8,250 

29 

8^79 

9.300 

9,300 

Mid -Daltota  Project 

3,662 

3.662 

2.500 

1.850 

4,350 

Minidoica,  Northside  Drainwater 

0 

0 

60 

60 

MnlWIconI  Project 

13,273 

13,273 

10,500 

1.350 

11.850 

Norttiem  Cheyenne  Water  Rights 

18 

18 

National  Fish  &  WBdPfe  Foundation 

0 

0 

3.255 

1.627 

4.882 

Pick -Sloan  Missouri  Basin  Program: 

Bale  Fourche  Unit,  P-SMBP 

2,805 

2.805 

3.802 

1,000 

4,802 

Ganlson  Diversion  Unit,  P-SMBP 

29,293 

29,293 

24.900 

3,650 

28,550 

Lai(e  Andes- Wagner  /  Mai^  U 

229 

229 

0 

0 

San  Diego  Area  Wtr  RedamaUon 

?,500 

2,500 

2,340 

2,340 

San  Gabriel  Basin  Water  RedamaUon 

5,000 

94 

5,094 

9,750 

9,750 

San  Jose  Water  Reclamation  &  Reuse 

1,715 

1,715 

1.750 

1.750 

UmalOa  Project 

8,250 

350 

8.600 

6.700 

6.700 

Water  Conservation  Partnerships 

0 

0 

9.000 

4,500 

13.500 

Subtotal  -  Regular  Constuction 

319,550 

11,946       13.075 

344.571 

271.789 

45.913 

317,702 

CRSP.  Section  8: 

Glen  Canyon  Dam.  Temp  Control 

0 

0 

160 

160 

Animas-La  Plata  Project 

0 

0 

250 

250 

Bonnevffle  UnR.  CUP 

0 

4,189 

4.189 

0 

0 
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Projacta 


NewBdgt   Priof  Yr  Non/Other 
Authorttv      Funds  Fedefai      Total 


SeedskaOM 
Strawb«rry  Valley 
Wayne  N.  Asplnal  UnH 

Subtolal:  Fish  and  Wildlife  Facil 

Bonneville  UnH,  CUP 
Dallas  Cteek  p&MC) 

Subtotal:  Recreational  Facilities 

RehabiHtation  and  Bettennent: 
MBk  River,  Glasgow  Division 
Ogden  River 
Shoshone 
Weber  Basin 
Other  Prior  Year  R8B 

Subtotal  -  Rehabil.  &  Bettennent 

Drainage  &  Minor  Construction: 
AH  American  Canal 
Boise 
Brantley 

Colo.  R.  Front  Work  &  Levee  System 
Costiila  Dam  Claim 
CRSP,  DaHas  Creel(,  Section  5 
Culture  Resource  Activities 
Hungry  Horse  Selective  Withdrawal 
Klamath 

Lake  Meredith  Salinity  Control 
Leadvilie/Arkansas  River  Recovery 
McGee  Creek 
Mountain  Park 
Newlands 
Nueces  River 
Palmetto  Bend 
Pfck-Sk>an  Missouri  Basin  Program: 

Bostvnck  Division,  P-SMBP 

Buffak)  Bill  Dam  Modifwattons 

East  Bench  Unit.  P-SMBP 

Fanwell  Unit,  P-SMBP 

North  Loup  Division,  P-SMBP 

Oahe  Unit.  P-SMBP 

Owl  Creek  Unit,  P-SMBP 
RapM  Valley  D&MC 
Recreation  Facil  @  Existing  Reservrs 
Recreatton  Management,  Title  28 
Tres  Rios  Wetland  Demonstration 
Wetlands  Development  1/ 
Yakima  Fish  Passage/Protective  Facil 
Other  Prior  Year  D&MC 

Subtolal  -  Drainage  &  Minor  ConsU 


BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 
CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 

(In  thousands  of  dollars) 
—  FY  1995 


TTl 


2.269 


178 

1,508 

1,556 

5.891 

0 


9.133 


0 

0 

0 

2.700 

4.827 

261 

34 

4.722 

2.243 

0 

500 

124 

1,500 

1.384 

156 

0 

549 

0 

50 

210 

2.773 

92 

15 

335 

83 

6.390 

0 

5.146 

460 


5 

767 


1,953         4.273 

1.123 
1.146 


6.226 


1,123 
1,146 


1.135 
5.700 


2.269 


180 

2,682 

1,578 

11,596 

8 


76         6,835       16,044 


176 

262 

2 


151 
501 
120 

22 

498 
255 


190 


40 
1 

93 
200 

51 
756 


FY  1996  — 
New  Bdgt  Non/Ottier 
AuthofWv  Fedefai      Total 


ofWv 


0 
500 


1,920 


0 

975 

1,300 

2,474 

0 


1,867 
2.057 


2.220 


1,553 


6,390 


258 
1,500 


678 

176 

262 

2,702 

4.827 

292 

34 

4.722 

2,394 

2,721 

620 

124 

1,522 

3,435 

411 

0 

549 

1,170 

50 

210 

2,862 

92 

15 

335 

123 

12,781 

93 

5,604 

2,011 

756 


34,554         3,438       13,579 
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51,571 


0 

510 

650 

1,800 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,818 

100 

600 

125 

700 

7,250 

105 

25 

0 

0 

0 

0 

900 

80 

0 

0 

0 

3.500 

500 

2,330 

1,210 


700 


1,610 


3,500 


200 
1.500 


T5W 
0 
500 


1.920 

0 
0 


0 
2.842 
1.300 
4,531 

0 


4.749    3.924    8,673 


700 

510 

650 

1,800 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,818 

1.710 

600 

125 

700 

7^50 

105 

25 

0 

0 

0 

0 

900 

80 

0 

0 

0 

7,000 

500 

2,530 

2,710 

0 


23,203    7,510   30,713 
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BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 
CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 


Projects 

MewBdgl 

.__PY1995  — 
Priof  Yr  Non/Ottier 

fVl9»6- 

New  Bdgt  Non/Othef 



AuttMiltv 

Funds  Federal 

Total 

Authorltv  Federal 

Total 

Safety  ot  Dams  Program: 
CAP,  Roosevelt  Dam  (SaK  R.  ProjecO 

9,797 

32 

3,409 

13,238 

29,411 

4,992 

34,403 
6,000 

Crooked  River,  Ochoco  Dam 

3.625 

3,625 

CVP,  O'NeBI  Dam 

0 

1,192 

1,192 

Department  Dam  Safety  Program 
Initiate  SOD  Corrective  Action 

850 
10,043 

3 
38 

10,081 

1,270 
38,175 

1.270 
38,175 

Salt  River  Project 
Bartlett  Dam 

12,346 

1,618 

13,964 

8,085 

856 

8,941 

Horseshoe  Dam 

2.869 

1 

84 

2,954 

1,103 

51 

1.154 

Stewart  Mountabi  Dam 

887 

1 

261 

1,149 

0 

San  Carlos  (BIA),  CooHdge  Dam 

S.626 

145 

5,771 

974 

974 

SOD  Con'ective  Action  Studtes 

2.500 

11 

2.511 

UmafiDa  ,  CokJ  Springs  Dam 

5.892 

5.892 

5,250 

5.250 

Yakima,  Bumping  Lake  Dam 

2,621 

2.621 

1,825 

1,825 

Other  Prior  Year  SOD  projects 

2.592 

2,592 

0 

Subtotal  -  Safety  Of  Dams 

57,056 

2.823 

6.564 

66.443 

94,593 

5,899 

100,492 

Drought  Emergency  Work 

0 

2.296 

2.296 

0 

0 

Subtotal  -  Drought  Emergency 

0 

2.296 

0 

2.296 

0 

0 

0 

Science  &  Technok>gy: 

450 
0 

Energy  &  Water  Product  Elffciency 

0 

0 

450 

Gtobai  CDmate  Change 

525 

140 

Groundwater  Recharge  Demo.     2/ 

2,265 

144 

834 

3,243 

771 

Improved  River  Basin  Control 

0 

0 

300 

Technotogy  Advancement 

0 

0 

300 

300 

Watershed  Modeling  Systems  InitlalK/e 

1.000 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

Water  Treatment  Technok>gy 

1,566 

1 

100 

1,667 

1,700 

Water  Tech  And  Environ.  Research 

2,856 

47 

1,000 

3,903 

3,800 

1,065 

4,865 

Subtotal  -  Science  &  Techr»k>gy 

8.212 

332 

1,934 

10,478 

8,321 

1,197 

9,518 

Total  Scheduled  Program 

432.727 

25,184 

41,987 

499,898 

404,575 

64,443 

469,018 

Undeiflnancing 

distributed 

0 

(28,632) 

(28,632) 

TOTAL 

432.727 

25,184 

41,987 

499,898 

375,943 

64.443 

440,386 

Note:  75%  non- Federal  cost-sharings  for  Water  RedamalkMi  &  Reuse  projects  not  shown, 
as  these  are  conskterad  non -cash. 

1/  FY  1 995  D&MC,  Wetlands  Devek)pment  inckjdes  $2,500,000  for  Caddo  Lake. 
2/  FY  1 995  Groundwater  inckjdes  $500,000  for  Equus  Beds. 


icwnuatnu 
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FY  1996  New  Contracts  of  $1.0  Million  or  More 
Total  Estimated  Cost  1/ 

(in  thousands) 
Protect  and  TVM  of  Work  JIG.  fYJ^g 

Aniim»4.a  Plata  Pro|*cl 

Reloeate  Gas  Pipeline  6.000  ^50 

Ban*  Fourcha  UnK.  P-SMBP 

Bridge  Stnjctures  1.300  251 

Johnson  Laterals  '  1.100  200 

Central  Valley  Protect: 
Delta  Dhrialon 

Construct  Temporary  Barriers  3,525  450 

Mlacallaneous  Pro|ecU  Program 

Ecosystem/Water  Conservation  Study  7,780  1.900 

Evaluate  Project  Operation  1.012  300 

San  Luia  Unit 

Source  Control  Project  5,575  575 


Central  Arizona  Project 

Gila  River  Delivery  Systems  (P.L92-638  contract)  67.389  2,000 

New  Waddell  Dam  Campgrounds  4,800  2,200 

New  Waddell  Dam  Remaining  Recreation  Facilities  4,430  500 

Aravaipa  Fish  Banlers  2,620  1,310 

Constnict  Schuk  Toai<  New  Farm  (P.L92-638  contract)  10,867  2,000 

Klamath  Prolect,  D&MC 

Rehabilitate  Sumps  2  and  3  1.440  687 

Mid-Dako«a  Rural  Water  Project 

Wetlands  Development/Protectton  2.756  100 

Umatilla  Project 

StanfleW  Rellft  Pumping  Plant  2,000  1.400 

Stanfield  Branch  Canal  1.900  300 

WeUanda  Development.  D&MC 

Effluent  Treatment,  City  of  Nogales,  Arizona  2,880  180 

1/  Total  Cost  Includes  non-Federal,  other  Federal,  and  Central  Valley  Project  Restoratton  funds. 
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CALIFORNIA 


LEGEND 


1  HAYDEN-RHOOeS  AOUEDUa 

2  SIPHON  REPAIRS/REPLACOiENT 

3  REACH  1 1  DIKE  REPAIRS 

4  THEO.  ROOSEVELT  0AM  *  RESERVOIR  MODIFICATIONS 

5  NEW  WAOOELL  0AM  AND  RESERVOIR 

6  TUCSON  AOUEDua 

7  MIDDLE  CI  U  RIVER  STUDIES 

8  UPPER  CILA  RIVER  STUDIES 

9  INDIAN  DISTRIBUTION  SYSTEM 

10  NAVAJO  PROtEa  PARnCIPAHON  AGREEMENT 


tDHn  COUMfiO  WCIOM 

COLORADO  RIVER  MSIN  PROJECT 

CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROlEa 

MIZOMk-NCWlCXtCO 

jwuMrriNS 
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Location 


Description 


Authorization 


Land  certification 


Colorado  River  Basin  Project 
Central  Arizona  Project 

Arizona,  Callfomia,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah 

The  Centrai  Arizona  Project  (CAP)  is  located  in  Maricopa,  Pima,  Gila,  La  Paz, 
Mohave,  Yavapai,  and  Pinal  Ckxinties  of  Arizona;  San  Bernardino  County, 
Callfomia;  Oatk  County,  Nevada;  Grant  County,  New  Mexico;  and  Kane  and 
Washington  Counties,  Utah.  The  Navajo  Power  Project  Is  located  In  Coconino 
County,  Arizona  The  transmission  lines  serve  both  power  and  water 
developmert  portions  of  the  project  They  are  located  in  Coconino,  Mohave, 
Yavapai,  and  Maricopa  Counties,  Arizona;  Kane  and  Washington  Counties, 
Utah;  Oaik  County,  Nevada;  and  San  Bernardino  County,  Callfomia.  The 
Non-Indian  Distribution  Systems  are  located  in  Maricopa,  Pinal,  Pirru,  and 
Yavapai  Counties,  Arizona.  The  Safety  of  Dams  wor1(  at  Roosevelt  Dam  is 
located  in  Maricopa  and  Gla  Counties,  Arizona. 

Ti)e  project  is  multipurpose  in  scope,  it  wHI  provide  a  partial  replacement  water 
supply  to  374,221  acres  of  inigable  lands  (which  consists  of  314,802  acres  of 
norv^ndian  agriciitural  land  and  59,419  acres  of  reservation  land)  and  as  much 
as  906,702  acre^aet  of  water  annually  for  municipal  and  industrial  (M&l)  use. 
Beneftts  to  recreation  and  Hood  and  sediment  control  wW  be  provided  (the 
maximum  benefits  for  recreation  and  power  wll  be  realized  upon  completion  of 
Regulatory  Storage  FadlUes  and  for  flood  and  sediment  control  upon 
completion  of  modified  Roosevelt  Dam).  In  addition,  a  power  entitlement  of 
546,750  Idowatts  is  avalable  to  the  project  through  terms  of  the  Navajo  Project 
Partidisation  Agreement 

Public  Law  90^7.  September  30,  1968;  Public  Law  97-373.  December  20, 
1982;  Public  Law  95-578,  November  2,  1978,  as  amended  by  Public  Law 
98-404.  August  28.  1985;  Public  Law  97-293.  October  12,  1982;  Public  Law  101- 
628.  December  28. 1990. 

The  project-wide  land  certification  was  completed  on  April  16,  1973.  During 
project  construction,  supplemental  land  certifications  were  completed  on  lands 
not  Included  in  the  original  project-wide  certification.  On  February  16,  1994, 
supplemental  land  certWcaUons  for  the  Sacaton  Ranch  South  portion  of  the  Gla 
River  Reservation  and  the  Pascua  Yaqui  Reservation  were  completed.  The  land 
certification  for  the  Gla  River  Reservation  Is  scheduled  for  September  1996. 
This  was  delayed  from  that  presented  In  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification  to 
expand  the  lands  certified  in  accordance  with  ti>e  draft  water  management  plan 
prepared  t>y  ttw  Gla  irxlian  Community.  Land  certifications  for  the  remaining 
Indian  reservations  wH  be  scheduled  as  required.  A  supplentental  project  wide 
land  redassiflcatlon  for  the  Irrigation  districts  has  been  deleted.  Supplemental 
land  redassMcations  wll  be  re-scheduled  on  an  as  needed  basis. 


Definite  plan  report       To  be  completed  as  required. 
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Csnlral  Arizona  PreiMt 


BwMfR  coit  ratio 

a*  of  Odobar  1, 1M5   Direct  Benefits:  1.3 

The  ratio  was  computed  by  using  the  authorized  interest  rate  of  3.25  percent 
The  t>enefit-cost  ratio  remained  the  same  as  in  the  1995  Budget  Justifications. 

Comptotion  data  As  of  September  30,  1994,  the  CAP  is  81  percent  complete.  The  CAP  (Water 

and  Power  Development),  Safety  of  Dams  portion  of  Roosevelt  Dam.  and  the    . 
Non-Indian  Distritxition  Systems  are  included  In  this  percent  complete.   Initial 
operation  of  h^avajo  Generating  Station  was  May  31,  1974.  Initial  operation  of 
the  last  (third)  generating  unit  began  AprI  30,  1976.  Initial  water  via  the 
^  Hayden-Rhodes  aqueduct  was  delK/ereid  to  the  Phoenix  metropolitan  area  in 

1985  as  scheduled.  Initial  water  delivery  was  nude  to  users  of  the  Fannln- 
McFarland  Aqueduct  and  to  users  In  Pinal  County  In  1986.  Initial  water  delivery 
to  the  Ak-Chin  Indian  Community  was  made  in  June  1987.  Water  deliveries  to 
northern  Pima  County  were  made  in  1989  and  were  made  to  the  Tucson  area  in 
August  1992. 

Water  delivery  to  the  central  Arizona  Indian  communities  Is  scheduled 
according  to  the  following  dates:  Salt  River  Pima  Maricopa  Indian  Community. 
1995.   Notice  was  given  to  the  Tohono  O'odham  Nation  on  Septemt>er  25, 
1992.  that  the  CAP  Aqueduct  was  capable  of  making  canal  skie  water 
deliveries.  The  delivery  date  for  San  Xavier  and  Schuk  Toak  Districts  of  the 
Tohono  O'odham  Nation  was  established  by  the  Southem  Arizona  Water  Rights 
Settlement  Act  (Act).  Construction  of  the  reservation  delivery  systems  has  been 
delayed  due  to  difficulties  reaching  agreement  on  implementation  of  tfie  portk>n 
of  ttie  Act  dealing  with  the  San  Xavier  New  Farm  and  allotees'  water  rights. 
Legislatkm  was  passed  (Public  Law  102-497)  which  extended  the  completkm 
date  from  Octot)er  10.  1992,  to  July  12.  1993.  Additional  legislation  may  be 
required  to  resolve  issues  relating  to  full  implementation  of  the  Act.  The  current 
schedule  antk:ipates  completion  in  2002.  Fort  McDowell  Indian  Community 
preconstructkin  activities  authorized  under  the  CAP  were  completed  In 
September  1991.  Constructton  of  their  delivery  system  Is  being  accomplished 
under  the  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act.  as  required  by  the  Fort  McDowell 
Indian  Community  Water  Rights  Settlement  Act  of  1990.  Public  l^w  101-628. 
Rrm  water  delivery  dates  to  ttie  remaining  Indian  communities.  Chul  Chu.  Gila 
River,  San  Carlos-Apache,  Yavapai-Prescott  Pascua  Yaqui,  Camp  Verde,  and 
Tonto  Apache  wll  be  determined  as  planning  develops. 

Water  deliveries  to  the  Non-Indian  Distribution  Systems  were  made  to 
Harquahala  Valley  Irrigatkxi  District  in  1985;  Tonopah  Irrigation  District  and 
Chapanal  City  Water  Company,  1986;  and  New  Magma  irrigatton  and  Drainage 
District,  1987.  Full  deliveries  were  made  to  Queen  Creek..  San  Tan.  and 
Chandler  Heights  Citrus  Inigation  Districts  in  1989.   Full  deliveries  were  made  to 
Maricopa-Stanfield  and  Hohokam  Irrigation  Districts  In  1990.   Central  Arizona 
Irrigatton  and  Drainage  District  was  capable  of  receiving  full  deliveries  in  1992. 
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Central  Arizona  Project 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Total  Federal  otillgations 
Reclamation 
Other  Federal 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation  1/ 
Non-Federal  participation  2/ 

Adjustments  3/ 

Total  to  k>e  allocated 


$4130.337.350      Allotments  to  9/30/94  $3,129,230,728 

-  0  -      Allotments  for  FY  1995  152.564.000 


2,457,000  Allotments  to  date  $3,281,794,728 

327,228,289  Allotments  for  FY  1996  122,136,000 
427.329.019 

$4,887,351,658  Balance  to  complete  $726,406,622 

1/  This  amount  Includes  $2,529,000  for  CAP  and  -$72,000  for  the  Non-Indian  Distribution  Systems. 

2/  This  amount  includes  $252,552,000  (Includes  $101,732.°°  non-cash)  contributions  provided  on 
modified  Plan  6  by  local  entitles.  $8,000,000  for  recreation  provided  by  Maricopa  County.  $63,745,289  for 
non-cash  contributions  provided  by  the  repayment  entities  for  the  Non-Indian  Distribution  Systems, 
$985  000  advanced  by  the  state  of  Arizona  for  advance  planning  wori<.  $862,000  provided  by  Maricopa 
County  for  Castle  Hot  Springs  Road,  $700,000  provided  by  Salt  River  Project  for  Roosevelt  Dam 
powerplant,  and  $300,000  contributed  by  the  state  of  New  Mexico  for  drilling  at  Conner  damsfte.  The 
city  of  Tucson's  contribution  of  $84,000  for  the  Tucson  Pipeline  Is  also  included. 

3/  Represents  Interest  during  construction  which  includes  $84,500  reimbursable  M&l  for  the  Non-Indian 
Distribution  Systems  for  ChapanBl  City  Water  Company  and  Queen  Creek  inigation  District  and  on  the 
lo^er  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund  (LCRBDF)  $269,384,519  is  for  M&l,  $156,270,000  for 
commercial  power,  and  $1,590,000  for  recreation.  The  adjustment  increased  $7,117,019  from  that 
shown  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justifications  due  to  an  increase  in  project  costs  assigned  to  the  M&l  and 
Power  (interest-bearing)  portions  of  the  project. 
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Central  Arizona  Project 


Analvto  of  Co«t« 

Federal  obllsations 
LCRBDF 

Non-Indian  Distrib  System 

Safety  of  Dams 
Net  property  &  ottier  transfers 

Federal  participation 

Non-Federal  particioatlon 

Adjustments 
Total  to  be  allocated 


$3,748,345,000 
242.000.350 
139,992.000 

2,457,000 

327.228.289 

427.329,019 

$4,887,351,658 


Mkrt.  to  9/30/94 
Aflot  for  FY  1995 
Allot  to  data 


LCWBOF1/ 


$2,793,553,045 

14Z767,0C0 

2.936,320,045 


Non-lndlan2/       Safety  of  Dam»3/ 


AUoL  raqutred  92.72S.000 

BTC  aftsr  FY  1996  $  719.299.955 


$242,000,350 

0 

.  242.000.350 


$93,677,333 

9,797,000 

103,474,333 


29,411,000 
$7,106,667 


\J    Represents  total  Federal  obligations  financed  under  authority  of  section  309(a).  Public  Law  90-537, 
Colorado  River  Basin  Project  Ad  LCRBDF  -  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund. 

2/    Represents  total  Federal  obligations  financed  under  authority  of  section  309(b),  Pulsllc  l^w  90-537, 
Coiorado  River  Basin  Project  Act,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  97-373. 

3/    Represents  total  Federal  obligations  finarx^d  urvJer  authority  of  Public  Law  95-578,  Safety  of 
Reclamation  Dams  Act,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  98-404. 
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Project  Cost  Allocation 

Allocation     .  FY  1995  estimate  FY  1996  estimate 

Irrigation  1/  $1,226,599,000  1,217,303,000 

Power  777,814,000  791,870,000 

Municipal  &  Industrial  water  1.450.846,000  1.438.015.519 

Recreation  125.585,000  131,339.000 

Rood  control  110.908.000  113.058.000 

Safety  of  Dams  5/  164.243.000  163.549,000 

Non-Indian  Dist  Systems  2/  308.244.508  305,758,139 

Indian  Distribution  Sys.  4/  -0-  275,910,000 

Otfier5/  444,944,000  96,014,000 

Unallocated  costs  6/  308,942.000  354.535.000 

Total  $4,918,125,508  $4,887,351,658 

jy    Includes  $827,807,000  for  costs  allocated  to  Indian  Inlgation  wfiicfi  is  eligible  for  deferral  under  the 
Leavitt  Act  and  $389,496,000  wtilch  is  allocated  to  non-Indian  inlgation  and  is  reimbursable. 

2/    Allocation  of  Safety  of  Dams  cost  to  the  various  functions  as  required  by  Public  L^ws  95-578  and 
98-404,  is  not  necessary,   in  accordance  with  the  local  funding  agreement  for  the  Plan  6  features  of  the 
CAP,  the  Salt  River  Project  wili  provide  funding  for  its  share  of  the  agreement.  That  obligation  is  15 
percent  of  the  reimbursable  costs  associated  with  Safety  of  Dams. 

3J    Includes  all  costs  associated  with  the  Norv-indian  Distribution  Systems.  These  costs  are  not 
allocated  as  part  of  the  CAP  allocation  procedure  but  are  assigned  directly  to  the  entities  constructing 
arxj  repaying  these  facilities.   Systems  Include  those  for  municipal  use,  $4,041,000  and  10  irrigation 
districts,  $301,717,139. 

41  Includes  $275,910,000  for  Indian  Distribution  Systems.  Indian  water  may  be  used  for  irrigation, 
domestic,  municipal,  and  irvjustrial  purposes  on  the  resen/atlons  in  accordance  with  the  Secretary's 
Decision  published  March  24.  1983.  These  costs  were  Included  as  Other  In  the  1995  estimates. 

5/    Includes  nonreimbursable  costs  of  $29,661,000  for  cultural  resources  as  authorized  under  Section  7 
of  the  Archedogical  &  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1974  (P.L  93-291).  $3,500,000  for  Pima  County  flood 
and  erosion  control  near  the  City  of  Marana  and  $56,853,000  nonreimbursable  siphon  repair  costs  as 
authorized  under  Title  XXXIX  of  Public  l^w  102-575.  Also.  Includes  prepaid  costs  of  $985,000  for  the 
State  of  Arizona.  $963,000  for  contributed  investigation  costs.  $901 .000  for  the  Colorado  River  Division 
studies,  $862,000  from  Maricopa  County.  Arizona.  $700,000  from  Salt  River  Project  for  Reclamation  to 
evaluate  Increasing  power  generation  at  Roosevelt,  $300,000  from  the  State  of  New  Mexico,  $84,000 
from  the  City  of  Tucson  for  ttie  Tucson  pipeline,  and  $1,205,000  for  Indian  Roosevelt  Water  Storage  as 
required  by  Section  4(a)  of  the  Salt  River  Pinna-Maricopa  Indian  Community  Water  Rights  Settlement  Act 
(P.L  100-512). 

6/    Includes  costs  of  $312,732,000  for  the  Middle  GHa  Division  and  Upper  Gila  Division  which  wni  be 
allocated  when  all  the  beneficiaries  and  repayment  entities  are  identified  and  functions  determined.  Also 
Includes  $41 ,803.000  for  the  Drainage  Division.  Construction  of  these  features  has  been  deferred 
IndefinKeiy.  The  Drainage  Division  was  included  under  the  Other  Allocation  in  the  1995  Justifications. 
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Cost  allocation 

methodology  The  same  methodology  that  was  used  In  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justifications  will 

continue  to  be  used  unti  Stage  2  is  placed  into  repayment  in  October  1996.  At 
that  time,  assumptions  and  procedures  used  for  the  Cost  Allocation  will  be 
revised  and  updated  for  all  components  of  repayment. 

Explanation  Amount  of  Change 

Central  Arizona  Project  Water  Development: 

Interest  During  Construction  $      +7,032,519 

Indexing  +12,256.000 

Revised  Estimates 

Tucson  Reliability  -35,942,000 

Hayden-Rhodes  -19,063,000 

Other  Project  Costs  +8,800,000 

Navajo  Participation  +8,044,000 

Indian  Distribution  Systems  +7,387,000 

Tucson  Division  +7,173,000 

Regulatory  Storage  +3,467,000 

Remaining  Divisions  +2,421,951 

Permanent  Operating  Equipment  + 1 ,000,000 

Completed  Work  -27,376,000 

Bids  l^wer  Than  Estimate  -2.793.951 

Subtotal  $  -27,593,481 

Non-Indian  Distribution  Systems: 

Completed  Work  $  -2,570,869 

Interest  During  Construction  $       +84.500 

Subtotal  $       -2,486,369 

Safety  of  Dams-Roosevelt: 

Revised  Estimates  $      -694.000 

Total  $  -30,773,850 

The  decrease  in  revised  estimates  on  the  Tucson  Reliability  is  primarily  due  to 
identification  of  a  preferred  alterrutive  for  the  structures  and  site  .  The 
estimated  cost  of  repairs  to  Hayden-Rhodes  siphons  decreased  as  actual 
construction  costs  are  less  than  estimated.  The  pre-bid  estimate  for  Agua  Fria 
siphon  has  also  been  reduced.  The  increase  to  Other  Project  Costs  Is  due  to 
higher  estimates  for  maintenance  during  construction  of  the  recovered  archeo- 
,     logical  artifacts.  This  Increase  is  partially  offset  by  reduced  estimates  for  the 
mitigation  of  fish  importation  impacts  on  the  Gila  River  basin,   increased 
estimates  for  the  Navajo  scnjt)t>ers  are  tiased  on  contracts  awarded  this  year 
and  completed  designs  for  future  contracts.  The  increase  in  estimates  for  the 
Indian  DistritMJtkm  System  is  due  primarfly  to  revised  estimates  for  the  Gila 
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River  Reservation.  The  Increase  in  operations  and  maintenance  during 
construction  and  repair  of  deficiency  Items  increased  the  cost  of  Tucson 
aqueduct  The  Increased  estimates  for  Regulatory  Storage  are  due  to  refined 
designs  for  the  relocation  and  development  of  New  Waddell's  recreation 
fadlties.   Permanent  Operating  Equipment  Increased  as  a  result  of  additional 
equipment  planned  for  operation  of  Waddell  than  previously  estimated. 
Indsdng  for  the  deferred  features  and  Indian  DistritHJtIons  Systems  Increased 
the  overall  project  estimate.  The  decrease  due  to  completed  woric  resulted 
from  the  agreement  t>etween  the  Plan  6  Cities,  CAWCD,  Hohokam  Irrigation  and 
Drainage  District  (HIDD)  and  Reclamation  to  assign  HIDD's  water  and  most  of 
HIDD's  distribution  system  debt  to  the  cities.  This  agreement  resulted  In  a 
savings  by  meeting  the  govemment's  Plan  6  obligation  to  the  cities  for  Qlff 
Dam  replacement  water,  without  Incurring  any  construction  or  water  right  costs. 
The  low  bid  for  subsidence  repairs  at  Tucson  further  offsets  Increases 
elsewhere  In  the  project  The  decrease  In  non-lrxjian  distribution  systems  is  the 
result  of  an  audit  of  allowable  non-cash  contributions  for  Hohokam,  Queen 
Creek  and  Tonopah  lnigatk>n  Districts. 

The  allocatksns  for  FY  1996  have  been  revised  to  incorporate  the  changes  In 
total  costs.  The  following  Is  a  summary  of  Impacts  on  IndMdual  allocations: 

Irrigation  decreased  $9,296,000  due  to  decreased  Irrigation  separable  costs, 
prirx:lpally  related  to  decreased  costs  for  the  main  aqueduct  systems. 

Power  Increased  $14,056,000  due  to  a  relatively  higher  justifiable  expenditure 
for  power  which  Increased  joint  project  costs  allocated  to  power  and  Increased 
the  Interest  during  construction. 

Municipal  and  Industrial  Water  decreased  $12,830,481  due  to  decreased  M&l 
separable  costs,  primarily  related  to  decreased  costs  In  Tucson  Rellablilty. 

Recreation  increased  $5,754,000  due  to  Increased  joint  project  costs  at  New 
Waddell  and  Tucson  Rellabfllty  allocated  to  recreation. 

Flood  Control  increased  $2,150,000  due  to  Increased  separable  project  costs 
at  Hayden-Rhodes  and  Regulatory  Storage  allocated  to  flood  control. 

Safety  of  Dams  decreased  $694,000  due  to  decreases  In  the  construction 
costs  and  cultural  resource  costs  of  Modified  Roosevelt  Dam. 

Non-Indian  Distribution  Systems  decreased  by  $2,486,369  for  the  amount  of 
Interest  during  constructkin  computed  for  the  M&l  components  and  reduced 
norvcash  contributk>ns. 

Indian  Distribution  Systems  Is  a  new  allocation  line.  Indian  Distribution 
Systems  was  previously  included  In  Other.  Costs  Increased  from  the  1995 
estimates  $12,692,000  prinurSy  due  to  Increases  for  the  Gila  River  Resen^tton 
for  cultural  resources,  Sacaton  Ranch  South  construction  arxj  Indexing. 
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Other  decreased  $348,930,000  due  primarily  to  the  completion  of  Cliff  Dam 
Replacement  Water  and  removing  costs  for  Indian  Distribution  Systems  and  tt\e 
Drainage  Division  from  Other.  In  addition,  cost  estimates  for  the 
nonrelmbursat)le  siphon  repair  arxJ  cultural  resources  decreased.  Other  costs 
are  not  allocated  to  project  functions. 

Unallocated  Costs  Increased  $45,593,000.  The  Increase  Is  mainly  due  to 
removing  Drainage  Division  from  Other.  The  costs  of  all  the  deferred  features 
increased  due  solely  to  indexing.  These  costs  cannot  be  allocated  unless  the 
beneficiaries  and  repayment  errtities  are  identified  and  functions  determined. 

Project  Repayment 

Repaid  by  Amount 

Irrigators!/  $    24,840,000 

Power  jy  710.467,000 

Municipal  &  Industrial  water  Jiy  979.570,519 

Ad  valorem  1/  652.867,000 

Other  2/  257,149,850 

Non-Federal  contributions  3/  360.935.289 

Defen-ed/l-eavitt  Act4/  827,807,000 

Nonreimbursable  5/  719,180,000 

Unallocated  Cost  Repayment  6/  354.535.000 

Total  $4,887,351,658 

1/    Of  the  amount  scheduled  to  be  repaid  by  Irrigators,  Power,  M&l  Water,  and  through  Ad  Valorem 
payments,  $2,050,446,000  is  covered  by  an  existing  contract  with  the  Central  Arizona  Water 
Conservation  District  (CAWCD),  $195,298,519  remains  to  t>e  added  under  a  future  amendment  to 
CAWCD's  contract  and  $122,000,000  will  be  repaid  under  the  Navajo  layoff  Contracts. 

2/    Other  amounts  consist  of  reimbursable  costs  to  be  repaid  by  entities  other  than  the  CAWCD  and 
Navajo  Project  layoff  contractors:  recreation.  $15,137,000;  Non-indian  Distribution  Systems,  $242,012,850 
which  includes  the  Harquahala  Valley  and  Hohokam  Irrigation  and  Drainage  Districts.  Harquahala's 
repayment  debt  was  extinguished  by  relinquishing  their  water  rights  in  Decemt)er  1992.   Hohokam's  was 
reassigned  to  the  central  Arizona  cities  to  satisfy  their  Cliff  Dam  replacement  water  in  December  1993. 

3/    Non-Federal  Contributions  consist  of  State  and  other  govemmental  entities  contributions.  The 
amount  of  allocated  costs  which  have  been  contributed  by  non-Federal  entities  is  Arizona.  $985,000; 
New  Mexico.  $300,000;  the  Non-lndlan  Distribution  Systems  entities,  $63,745,289;  Salt  River  Project  for 
Roosevelt  Dam  Powerplant,  $700,000;  City  of  Tucson  for  Tucson  Pipeline.  $84,000;  Maricopa  County  for 
Castle  Hot  Springs  rtoad,  $862,000;  Maricopa  County  for  recreation,  $8,000,000;  and  Plan  6  entities. 
$252,552,000  (contributed  by  CAWCD,  $175,000,000;  Arizona  cities.  $42,695,000;  Salt  River  Project  for 
Safety  of  Dams  at  Roosevelt  Dam,  $23,557,000;  Maricopa  County  Rood  Control  District,  $1 1,300,000); 
and  interest  during  construction  credit  for  interest  tiearing  functions  of  the  contributions.  $33,707,000. 

4/   The  amount  of  costs  allocated  to  Indian  Irrigation  which  Is  eligit}le  for  deferral  under  the  l-eavitt  Act 
The  L^avltt  Act  permits  repayment  to  be  deferred  as  long  as  tfie  land  Is  in  Indian  ownership  arxl 
repayment  Is  within  the  land's  repayment  capabllty. 
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5/   The  Nonreimbursable  costs  include  Safety  of  Dams.  $139,992,000;  Colorado  River  Division, 
$901  000;  Indian  Distribution  Division,  $275,910,000;  recreation,  $108,827,000;  flood  control, 
$101  368  000  Pima  County  flood  and  erosion  control,  $3,500,000;  cultural  resources,  $29,661,000; 
contiibutKl  irivestlgation  costs,  $963,000,  and  siphon  repair  costs,  $56,853,000;  and  Indian  Roosevelt 
Water  Storage  $1,205,000. 

£/    Unallocated  Cost  Repayment  Includes  costs  of  $312,732,000  for  the  Middle  Gila  Division  and  the 
Upper  Gila  Division  which  cannot  be  allocated  unless  the  beneficiaries  and  repayment  entities  are 
Identified  and  functions  determined  and  $41,803,000  for  reuse  of  effluent  under  the  Drainage  Division. 
Construction  for  these  features  has  been  deferred  Indefinitely. 
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Status  of  repayment 
contracts 


The  repayment  contract  witti  CAWCD  was  executed  on  December  15,  1972, 
and  validated  on  May  24,  1983.  An  amended  contract  with  the  District  was 
executed  on  December  1,  1988.  and  validated  on  January  7,  1991.   Notice  of 
completion  was  issued  to  the  CAWCD  placing  Phase  I  of  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Basin  Development  Fund  portion  of  the  project  Into  repayment,  effective 
October  1.  1993.   Reclamation  and  CAWCD  are  currently  having  discussions 
on  the  interpretation  of  the  existing  repayment  ceiling  and  options  to  cover  the 
remaining  reimbursable  costs.  Resolution  of  these  issues  through  amendment 
of  the  repayment  contract  or  other  means  is  anticipated  by  June  1995.  An 
amerxJed  repayment  contract  could  be  validated  by  September  1996. 
Construction  contracts  of  about  $25  million  could  be  delayed  If  ongoing 
negotiations  on  master  repayment  contract  issues  are  not  concluded  in  a 
manner  acceptable  to  the  Secretary. 

Repayment  contracts  with  the  Indian  Communities  must  be  executed  before 
they  are  eligit)le  for  deferment  under  the  Leavitt  Act.  The  Gila  River  Indian 
Community  (GRIC)  is  dividing  their  obligation  into  phases  to  expedite 
construction.  The  repayment  contracts  are  scheduled  to  be  executed  as 
follows;   Sacaton  Ranch,  March  1995;  Phase  1,  Octotier  1995;  Pima  Canal  and 
the  master  contract  for  the  remaining  GRIC  facilities,  December  1996.  The 
repayment  contracts  for  the  remaining  Indian  Distribution  System  will  be 
determined  as  required. 

Construction  of  the  Non-Indian  Distribution  System  has  been  accomplished 
under  Section  9(d),  Reclamation  Act  of  1939.  Ten  Non-Indian  Distribution 
System  repayment  contracts  have  been  executed  and  validated.  The 
repayment  contracts  for  Maricopa-Stanfield  Irrigation  and  Drainage  District, 
Central  Arizona  Irrigation  and  Drainage  District,  and  New  Magma  Inigation  and 
Drainage  District  were  executed  on  November  21,  1983,  and  validated  on 
November  23,  1983.  The  Harquahala  Valley  Irrigation  District  contract  was 
executed  January  6,  1984,  and  validated  on  April  26,  1984;  Chapanal  City 
Water  Company  contract  was  executed  December  6,  1984,  and  validated  on 
March  25,  1985;  Hohokam  Irrigation  and  Drainage  District  contract  was 
executed  on  April  4,  1985,  and  validated  August  13,  1985;  Chandler  Heights 
Citrus,  San  Tan  and  Queen  Creel<  Irrigation  Districts  contracts  were  executed 
December  30,  1985,  and  validated  Febmary  14,  1986;  Tonopah  Irrigation 
District  contract  was  executed  April  8,  1985,  and  validated  July  24.  1985. 

On  December  3,  1992,  the  distribution  system  repayment  contract  with  the 
Harquahala  Valley  Irrigation  District  (HVID)  was  extinguished.  The  contract  was 
amended  to  discharge  HVID's  repayment  obligation.  The  13,933  acre-feet  of 
HVID's  water  was  committed  for  the  Fort  McDowell  Indian  Water  Rights 
Settlement  Act.  The  remaining  acre-feet  may  be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  (Secretary)  for  other  purposes  Including  Indian  water  rights  settlements. 

On  December  21,  1993,  the  Hohokam  Irrigation  and  Drainage  District  (HIDD) 
signed  an  agreement  with  the  cities  of  Chandler,  Mesa,  Phoenix,  and 
Scottsdale;  CAWCD;  and  Redanration  to  assign  its  CAP  agricultural  water  to 
these  cities.  This  fulfilled  the  United  States  obligations  to  secure  Cliff  Dam 
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repiacement  water  for  the  cttles  as  required  by  Congressional  actions  on 
Plan  6.  The  agreement  aiso  requires  the  cities  to  pay  for  the  HIDD  distribution 
system  Federal  indebtedness. 

On  January  18,  1994,  the  New  Magma  Irrigation  and  Drainage  District  declared 
Chapter  9  bankruptcy  after  Reclamation  rejected  the  District's  proposal  to 
restructure  the  District's  repayment  obligation  for  construction  of  Its  CAP  water 
distribution  system.  Reclamation  had  directed  that  water  deliveries  to  the 
District  be  terminated  because  of  the  an-earage.  The  bantcruptcy  filing  resulted 
in  a  judicial  stay  which  directed  Reclamation  to  continue  water  delivery  to  the 
District  On  May  27,  1994,  Reclamation  filed  a  proof  of  claim  against  the 
District 

The  Central  Arizona  Irrigation  and  Drainage  District  (CAIDD)  faHed  to  make  Its 
February  1,  1994,  distribution  system  payment.   On  August  12,  1994  CAIDD 
filed  Chapter  9  bankruptcy.  Reclamation  has  submitted  claims  to  the 
tiankruptcy  court 

Irrigation  Investment 
per  acre 

Summary  of  Irrigation  Investment 

Total  inigation  Investment/acre  $3.253 

Repayment  of  irrigation  investment  per  acre  by 

inigators  66 

Power  revenues,  M&l  Users,  Ad  valorem  taxes  975 

Indian  irrigation  (deferred)  2,212 

Payment  capacity  per  acre  and/or  acre-foot 

Annual  charges  (per  acre-foot)  ^  $71.00 

Construction  2.00 

Operation  and  Maintenance  '  69.00 

Status  of  NEPA 

compliance  Project-wide  -  Rnal  filed  September  26,  1972.  Additional  activity-specific  NEPA 

compliance  documents  were  completed  on  all  project  activities  prior  to 
Implementation.  Cun-ent  NEPA  compliance  activities  include  the  draft 
environmental  Impact  statement  (EIS)  for  Tucson  Aqueduct  Reliability,  which  is 
scheduled  to  be  completed  in  March  1995  and  the  final  in  March  1996.  This 
delay  of  six  months  for  the  draft  is  due  to  the  revision  of  the  site  location.  The 
Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  for  the  Pascua  Yaqui  Tribes'  Inigation  system, 
delayed  due  to  kJentification  of  arable  lands  which  will  receive  CAP  water,  is 
scheduled  to  be  completed  in  January  1996.  The  draft  EIS  for  the  Gila  River 
Indian  Community  (GRIC),  District  1  is  scheduled  for  October  1995  and  the 
final  in  October  1996.  The  draft  EIS  for  the  remainder  of  the  GRIC's  distribution 
system  is  scheduled  for  December  1995  and  the  final  In  December  1996.  The 
NEPA  compliance  schedules  for  the  remaining  portions  of  the  Indian 
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Distribution  Division  wfll  be  determined  as  required.  NEPA  compliance  for  the 
Middle  and  Upper  GRa  River  Divisions  iias  t)een  indefinitely  defen-ed. 

Other  information  Funds  to  initiate  preconstructlon  planning  on  tiie  CAP  were  appropriated  in 

FV  1970  and  construction  began  in  FY  1971.  Funds  w^ere  also  appropriated  in 
FY  1970  to  cover  the  initial  liquidation  of  the  contract  authority  for  the  Navajo 
Project  Participation  Agreement  power  development  features.  Funds  to  initiate 
preconstmctlon  planning  on  the  Non-Indian  Distribution  Systems  were 
appropriated  In  FY  1982,  and  construction  began  in  FY  1984.   Funds  to  Initiate 
preconstructlon  work  on  Safety  of  Dams  at  Roosevelt  Dam  were  appropriated 
In  FY  1986  and  construction  t>egan  in  FY  1987. 

The  flnal  notice  of  allocation  of  project  water  for  Indian  irrigation  use  was 

published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  October  18,  1976.  On  December  1,  1980, 
the  Secretary  announced  a  modified  allocation  and  raised  the  Indians'  priority 
for  receiving  water.  The  modified  allocation  Increased  the  amount  of  project 
water  previously  allocated  Indian  irrigation  to  309,828  acre-feet  and  provided 
that  during  water  shortage  years  the  Indian  tribes'  Irrigation  allocation  will  be 
reduced  10  percent  and  any  remaining  shortage  will  be  shared  on  a  pro  rata 
basis  by  the  Indian  and  M&l  water  users.  The  allocation  also  would  allow  M&l 
water  users  to  substitute  other  water  in  exchange  for  a  portion  of  the  Indians' 
CAP  water  allocation.  Ten  contracts  providing  water  to  12  Indian  communities 
have  t>een  executed. 

The  Secretary  approved  the  allocation  of  project  water  to  non-Indian  irrigation 
users  and  M&l  water  users  on  February  10,  1983. 

The  water  service  tubcontract  form  was  approved  by  the  Secretary  in 
July  1983  and  by  the  CAWCD  In  November  1983.  Ten  of  the  15  non-Indian 
inlgatlon  allottees  have  signed  subcontracts.  This  represents  71  percent  of  the 
non-Indian  irrigation  water.  Sixty-six  of  the  71  M&l  allottees  have  signed 
subcontracts.  These  subcontracts  represent  558.51 1  acre-feet  or  87  percent  of 
the  M&l  water  allocation.   In  March  1991,  the  State  of  Arizona  provided 
recommendations  to  the  Secretary  for  uncontracted  water.  On  February  5,     ' 
1992,  the  Secretary  published  in  the  Federal  Register  the  final  notice 
reallocating  29.3  percent  of  the  project  water  supply  which  was  allocated  to 
non-Indian  agricultural  uses,  but  not  yet  contracted.  Draft  contracts  were 
developed  by  Reclamation  but  never  offered  due  to  independent  and 
unapproved  contract  actions  tai<en  by  CAWCD.  The  Arizona  Department  of 
Water  Resources  has  made  Its  recommendation  to  the  Secretary  for 
reallocation  of  the  uncontracted  M&l  water.  The  Secretary's  use  of  the 
remaining  uncontracted  water  Is  one  of  the  topics  being  addressed  by 
Reclamation  and  CAWCD  in  their  repayment  ceiling  discussions. 

As  the  requirement  for  agricultural  water  has  decreased,  an  Increasing  number 
of  applicants  have  requested  water  service  subcontracts  for  M&l  uses.  This 
reflects  the  change  in  the  Arizona  economic  base  from  rural  agricultural  to 
urtjan  industrial.  As  these  M&i  contracts  are  signed,  municipalities  will  be 
seel<lng,  through  various  authorities,  to  participate  with  the  government  in 
funding  woric  to  connect  their  water  systems  to  the  CAP.  During  1993,  M&l 
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water  sen/Ice  suljcontracts  were  executed  with  the  towns  of  Nogales  and 
Globe,  the  City  of  Peoria,  the  Camp  Verde  Water  System,  Cottonwood  Water 
Works,  Cyprus  Miami  Mining  Co..  E&R  Water  Company,  Magma  Copper 
Company,  Maricopa  County  Parks  and  Recreation,  Mayer  Domestic  Water 
Improvenrwnt  District,  and  Rio  Rteo  Utilities.  Williams  Air  Force  Base  assigned 
Its  water  allocation  to  the  City  of  Mesa. 

As  originally  authorized,  the  Regulatory  Storage  Division  included  Orme  Dam 
and  Reservoir  which  was  later  replaced  by  Plan  6.  Oiff  Dam  was  deleted  from 
Plan  6  In  June  1987,  by  mutual  agreement  with  the  State,  the  Secretary. 
Congressional,  and  environmental  interests. 

Federal  and  local  officlals  executed  an  agreement  on  local  funding  for 
Plan  6  on  April  15,  1986.  The  proposal  requires  non-Federal  parties  to 
contribute  funds  of  approximately  $253  million  (October  1995  dollars)  to  the 
United  States  to  expedite  the  construction  of  Plan  6  and  to  ensure  the  timely 
completion  of  all  CAP  features.  This  funding  excludes  approximately  $14 
million  of  Safety  of  Dams  funding  for  wori<  at  Stewart  Mountain.  Horseshoe, 
and  Bartlett  Dams.  The  entities  contributing  funds  under  the  agreement 
include:  CAWCD;  Maricopa  County  Rood  Control  District;  Salt  River  Project 
Agricultural  Improvement  and  Power  District  and  Salt  River  Valley  Water  Users 
Association;  and  the  cities  of  Chandler,  Glendaie,  Mesa,  Phoenix,  Scottsdale. 
and  Tempe.  Local  funds  first  became  avaiiat»le  under  the  agreement  in  August 
1986.  All  non-Federal  parties  continue  to  contribute  their  funds  on  schedule. 
The  funding  agreement  was  amended  in  October  1987,  to  reflect  the  deletion  of 
aiff  Dam  from  Plan  6.  On  December  21.  1993,  the  funding  agreement  was 
amended  to  reassign  the  water  rights  and  repayment  obligation  of  the 
Hohokam  Irrigation  and  Drainage  District  to  the  Plan  6  cities  to  satisfy  their  Cliff 
Dam  water  entitlement.  The  Plan  6  agreement  will  be  further  amended  to 
reflect  the  deletion  of  Verde  River  flood  control  and  the  changes  in  the  Safety 
of  Dams  program  on  the  Verde  River. 

On  September  18,  1991,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  approved 
a  ruling  that  formalized  the  agreement  that  had  been  negotiated  among  the 
EPA,  environmental  groups,  and  owners  of  the  Navajo  Generating  Station  over 
visibility  degradation  pollution.  This  resulted  in  an  agreement  to  install  sulfur 
dioxkle  scmbbers  at  the  plant.  The  project's  share  of  the  estimated 
construction  cost  of  installing  the  scrubbers  is  approximately  $130  million.  The 
scrubbers  will  be  installed  and  operational  by  1999. 

The  CAWCD  submitted  a  tort  claim  and  filed  a  civil  action  against  the  United 
States  on  January  24.  1992,  in  the  amount  of  $146.7  million  for  breach  of 
contract  due  to  the  cost  associated  with  repair  and  replacement  of  the 
corrosion  damaged  siphons.  The  Court  of  Federal  Qaims  dismissed,  without 
prejudice,  the  claims  on  December  14,  1992.  The  tort  claim  remains  pending. 
Title  XXXIX.  Siphon  Repair  and  Replacement,  of  Public  Law  102-575,  made  50 
percent  of  the  siphon  repair  costs  nonreimbursable.  Concurrent  with  the 
claims  filed  against  the  United  States,  similar  claims  were  filed  by  the  CAWCD 
against  the  original  contractors  and  subcontractors  of  the  siphons.  The  case 
was  dismissed  on  September  13,  1994  because  CAWCD  was  not  a  party  to  the 
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contract  Reclamation  studies  detemilned  that  the  primary  cause  of  the  siphon 
deterioration  was  defective  wire  used  to  reinforce  the  concrete  pipe.  On 
Novemtjer  3,  199?,  Reclamation  issued  a  show  cause  letter  to  the  original 
siphon  contractor  gMng  him  until  January  29.  1993.  to  submit  a  plan  to  resolve 
all  Issues.  The  contractor  has  denied  responsibility.  Reclamation  has 
proceeded  with  the  siphon  repairs  and  wBI  pursue  compensation  from  the 
contractor  upon  completion  of  the  two  initial  siphon  replacements,  which  is 
scheduled  for  1995.    . 

On  Aprii  20.  1994.  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wfldiife  Service  (FWS)  issued  their  final 
Biological  Opinion  on  the  transportation  and  delivery  of  CAP  water  to  the  GPa 
River  basin.  The  opinion  concluded  that  long-term  deliveries  of  CAP  water 
would  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  four  native  threatened  or 
endangered  fish  species.  Reclamation  agreed  to  Implement  measures 
identified  as  reasonable  and  pmdent  by  FWS.  which  will  avoid  the  jeopardy. 
Tfie  measures  include  construction  of  fish  baniers,  public  education  programs, 
artd  funding  for  research  and  conservation  actions. 

Ongoing  contract  negotiations  with  the  CAWCD  Is  described  under  the  Status 
of  Repayment  Contracts  section,  above. 


Appropriation  ceiling 


Appropriations  authorized  are  $3,447,822,000  (October  1995).  The  comparable 
Federal  obligation  is  $3,743,325,000  which  exceeds  the  appropriation  ceiling  by 
more  than  the  amount  of  contingencies  included  in  the  obligation.  Legislation 
to  provide  additional  appropriation  ceiling  would  be  needed  to  complete  the 
total  project  as  authorized.  Current  estimated  commitments  with  the  indefinite 
deferral  of  the  Upper  GUa  Division.  Middle  Gila  Division,  and  Drainage  System 
are  within  the  existing  celling. 

In  response  to  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  audit  recommendations  to 
index  ttie  appropriation  celling  by  project  untt  In  Its  review  of  the  Hoover  Visitor 
Facilities  Program,  the  CAP  ceiling  has  twen  reexamined  and  re-estimated  by 
division.  These  divisions  are  the  Hayden-Rhodes  (Granite  Reef)  Division. 
Regulatory  Storage  (Orme)  Division.  Fannin-McFariand  (Salt-Gila)  Division, 
Tucson  Division,  Navajo  Project.  Upper  and  Middle  GUa  (Gila  River)  Divisions. 
Transmission  Division,  Indian  Distribution  System,  Drainage  System,  Colorado 
River  Division,  Pemianent  Operating  Facilities  (General  Property),  and  the 
Drainage  System.  Constmction  on  the  Upper  and  Middle  Gila  River  Divisions 
and  the  Drainage  System  has  tjeen  indefinitely  defen'ed. 

The  fiscal  year  1996  Budget  requests  $92,725,000  (October,  1995)  for  the  CAP. 
The  estimated  future  cost  to  complete  wori<  on  all  non-deferred  divisions  is 
$375,010,000.  Expenditures  for  wori<  on  four  CAP  divisions  have  exceeded  the 
divisional  indexed  appropriation  ceDing.  The  fiscal  year  1996  request  includes 
$16,458,000  for  the  Regulatory  Storage  PMslon.  $5,255,000  for  Tucson 
Aqueduct,  $20,300,000  for  Navajo  Project,  and  $12,552,000  for  Indian 
Distribution  In  excess  of  the  individually  Indexed  ceilings. 

Appropriations  for  Non-Indian  Distribution  Systems  authorized  by 
Section  309(b)  of  Public  Uws  90-537  and  97-373  are  $344,693,000 
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(October  1995).  The  comparable  Federal  otillgatlon  Is  $242,000,350.  This 
authorization  Is  adequate  to  cover  the  project  as  cun-entiy  proposed. 

Appropriations  for  the  Safety  of  Dams  Act  portion  of  Roosevelt  Dam  are 
authorized  by  Public  Lavre  95-578  and  98-404.  Total  Federal  obligations  are 
estimated  to  be  $139,992,000  (Oct  1995  prices)  for  Safety  of  Dams  wori<.  The 
present  authorized  celling  for  Safety  of  Dams  Is  adequate  to  cover  this  wort<  as 
presently  planned. 

Based  upon  previous  Solicitor's  opinions,  appropriation  ceilings  are  not 
required  to  be  partitioned  unless  the  authorizing  [aw  so  specifies.  In  the  case 
of  the  CAP,  the  authorizing  law  does  not.   Similarly,  appropriated  funds  for 
tiiese  projects  may  be  legally  obligated  to  continue  worl<  without  regard  to 
partitioned  celling  calculations  If  Congress  provides  funding.   However,  as  a 
matter  of  policy  these  partitioned  ceilings  are  being  calculated  and  reported  to 
Congress. 

The  estimates  used  for  the  celling  computation  by  the  separate  CAP  divisions 
are  approximate.  Further  analysis  is  required  to  refine  these  estimates. 


Work  proposed 

for  FY  1996  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 


HaydeivRhodes  Division  -  Wori<  will  continue  on  the  Agua  Fria  siphon 
replacement,  related  mitigation,  and  testing  and  furnishing  Impellers  for  Havasu 
pumping  plant.  Work  to  be  completed  consists  of  contracts  for  the  signal 
processing  system,  the  Centennial  siphon  steel  liner,  and  the  repair  of  the 
reach  11  dike.  The  recreation  grant  will  also  be  completed. 

$32,283,000 

Regulatory  Storage  Division  -  New  awards  for  New  Waddell  Dam  Include 
relocation  of  the  Lake  Pleasant  campgrounds,  and  various  Maricopa  County 
recreation  facflltles.  Awarded  and  completed  for  Waddell  Dam  will  be  site 
improvements  at  the  Maricopa  County  Operations  Center  building,  wildlife 
fencing,  riparian  revegetation  and  hazardous  waste  disposal  of  private  property 
at  Lake  Pleasant.  New  contracts  at  Roosevelt  Dam  Include  relocation  of  the 
1 15kV  transmission  line  and  the  22kV  distribution  line.  Also  Included  In  new 
awards  for  Roosevelt  Dam  are  removal  of  vacated  facilities,  "as  built"  drawings 
for  Salt  River  Project,  and  post  construction  revegetation.  All  new  awards  at 
Roosevelt  Dam  virfll  also  be  completed  during  FY  1996. 

Ongoing  work  at  New  Waddell  Dam  Includes  the  relocations  of  Maricopa 
County  facilities  Including  the  Outdoor  Center,  Desert  Tortoise  Campgrounds, 
and  Maricopa  County  and  Lake  Pleasant  electrical  utilities.  Work  will  also 
continue  on  the  Cooks  Lake  mitigation  improvements,  stream  gaging  program, 
fish  and  wrfldlife  coordination,  and  mitigation  actMtles  Including  bald  eagle  and 
eagle  nest  surveys.  Ongoing  contracts  at  Roosevelt  Dam  include  recreational 
development,  the  platfomn  mound  archeological  study,  the  contract  for  traveling 
museum  exhibits,  as  well  as  fish  and  wildlife  coordination  activities  Including 
Tonto  Creek  riparian  monitoring  and  enclosures. 
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Work  to  be  completed  at  New  Waddell  Dam  Includes  construction  of  the  north 
entry  and  right  atMJtment  roads,  relocations  of  various  Maricopa  County  part< 
Interim  facilities  and  the  maintenance  yard,  Installation  of  an  over1ool<  water 
line  and  wort<  on  t^ie  Roadrunner  Campground.  Work  to  be  comploted  at 
Roosevelt  Dam  Includes  modifications  to  the  dam,  turbine  replacement,  the 
contract  for  archeological  services  and  the  flood  control  operation  manual. 

$16,458,000 

Fannln-McFarland  Division  -  Work  to  be  completed  consists  of,^he  Reach  4 
drainage  protection  modification  contract 

$1,0^,000 

Mkldle  Gila  River  Division  -  Activities  are  limited  to  maintaining  stream  gaging 
and  coordinating  with  constituents  when  requested.  Preconstructlon  and 
construction  activities  have  been  Indefinitely  deferred. 

$52,000 

Upper  Gila  River  Division  -  Activities  are  limited  to  coordinating  with 
constituents  when  requested.  Preconstructlon  and  construction  activities  have 
been  Indefinitety  deferred. 

$30,000 

Tucson  Division  -  Ongoing  work  includes,  cultural  resources  studies,  fish  and 
wildlife  activities,  lands  and  rights  studies,  and  other  preconstructlon  activities 
for  Tucson  Reiiabiiity.  Funds  to  Initiate  final  design  activities  are  included, 
subject  to  a  decision  on  construction  following  completion  of  the  NEPA 
process.  Work  will  be  completed  on  the  Tucson  Aqueduct  cathodic  protection 
systems  contract 

$6,512,000 

Indian  Distribution  Division  -  New  awards  are  for  the  Gila  River  Indian  delivery 
system  and  environmental  data  collection;  for  the  Yavapai/Prescott  and 
Tonto/Apache  environmental  investigation  activities,  and  for  the  Tohono 
O'Odham  construction  of  the  Schuic  Toal<  new  farm  system.  Ongoing  work 
includes  Gila  River  stream  gaging;  administration  of  the  design  and  water 
conservation  management  plan  contract  with  the  Gila  River  Indian  Community 
(GRIC),  Sacaton  Ranch  South,  land  acquisition,  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation  and 
cultural  resource  activities  for  GRiC.  Minor  preconstructlon  activities  continue 
for  the  remaining  Indian  systems.  Woric  completing  includes  the  design  and 
environmental  monitoring  contracts  for  Schuk  Toak  new  farm  system. 

$12,552,000 

Drainage  System  -  Activities  are  limited  to  coordinating  with  constituents  when 
requested.  Preconstructlon  and  construction  activities  have  been  indefinitely 
defen-ed.  $10,000 

Permanent  Operating  FacllHles  -  Ongoing  work  includes  the  acquisition  of 
maintenance  equipment  for  Regulatory  Storage. 

$660,000 
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Service  Fecllltie*,  Depreciation,  and  Salvage  -  Provides  for  the  purchase  of 
automotive,  wori<,  and  office  equipment  which  is  partlaliy  offset  by  depreciation 
and  salvage  cfiarged  annually  to  the  project  feature. 

$430,000 

Other  Project  Costs  -  New  awards  are  for  limnology  monitoring,  Aravaipa  fish 
baniers,  Santa  Cruz  riparian  and  Agua  Fria  Wetlands  enhancement  projects. 
Ongoing  wort<  indudes  the  Single  Purpose  Study  for  the  cost  allocation,  the 
canal  vegetation  studies,  the  cultural  resource  curatlon  contract  and  the  fish 
monitoring  program.  Work  completing  Includes  artifact  storage  rental,  the 
native  fish  public  Information  program,  and  tx)th  the  nonnative  fish  eradication 
and  native  fish  conservation  programs. 

i  8.082.000 

SUBTOTAL  -  WATER  DEVELOPMENT  J/  $78,109,000 

\J  Of  this  amount,  about  $25  million  is  for  constmction  contracts  which  could 
t>e  delayed  if  ongoing  negotiations  on  master  repayment  contract  issues  are 
not  concluded  in  a  manner  acceptakile  to  the  Secretary. 


POWER  DEVELOPMENT 

Navajo  Project  Participation  Agreement  -  Work  to  provkle  the  Govemment's 
share  of  the  sulfur  dioxkje  scrubtiers  and  the  capital  additions  to  the  Navajo 
Generating  Station  and  the  associated  transmissions  system  will  continue. 

$20,300,000 

Non-Federai  Cash  Participation  -  For  water  and  power  development  activities. 

$  -3,584,000 

NorvFederai  norv-Cash  Participation  -  For  recreation  development  at  Lake 
Pleasant  Regional  Park  located  at  New  Waddell  Dam. 

$  -2.100.000 


TOTAL  -  LOWER  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  DEVELOPMENT  FUND 

$92,725,000 

SAFETY  OF  DAMS  DIVISION 

Safety  of  Dams  Division  -  Constmction  activities  wHI  continue  on  Modified 
Roosevelt  Dam. 

$34,403,000 

Non-Federal  Cash  Participation  $  -4.992,000 

SUBTOTAL  -  SAFETY  OF  DAMS  DIVISION  $  29.411.000 

Total  request  $122,136,000 
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Location  This  unit  is  located  In  the  east-central  part  of  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin 

Valley  In  B  Dorado,  Placer,  Sacramento,  and  San  Joaquin  Counties,  Califomia. 

Description  As  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  Project  the  unit  would  develop  water 

and  power  supplies  for  delivery  to  users  located  in  the  unit  service  area  and 
elsewhere  In  the  project  service  area.  The  unit  would  provide  full  irrigation 
service  to  28,300  acres,  supplemental  irrigation  water  to  416,050  acres,  and 
332,000  acre-feet  annually  for  municipal  and  industrial  use.  The  power 
Installation  at  AutHjm  would  have  an  initial  capacity  of  300,000  Icliowatts, 
consisting  of  two  units  of  150,000  Icflowatts  each,  with  provisions  for  ultimate 
development  of  the  hydroelectric  capacity,  now  estimated  to  consist  of  an 
additional  two  units  of  150,000  icSowatts  each.  The  installation  of  the  ultimate 
capacity  would  require  additional  authorization.  This  unit  would  also  provide 
recreation,  fish  and  widlife,  and  flood  control  t>enefits. 

Public  Law  89-1 61 ,  September  2,  1 965. 

July  20,  1967. 

To  be  completed  as  required.  Initial  power  delivery  is  dependent  upon 
completion  of  the  Fdsom  South-Lower  American  River  Studies  and  legislation 
amending  the  Aubum-Folsom  South  Unit  Act  of  1965. 

A  benefit-cost  ratio  is  no  longer  avaOable  for  the  Central  Valley  Project  or  any  of 
Its  divisions  and  units.  Benefit  estimates  submitted  In  support  of  the 
authorization  of  the  original  project  features  are  out  of  date.  Continued 
indexing  of  these  estimates  Is  inappropriate,  and  can  be  misleading.   Benefit 
data  for  the  in-service  facBities  are  not  available  due  to  the  high  cost  of 
coilecting  data.  Recent  additions  to  the  list  of  authorized  program  activities 
have  been  justified  on  the  basis  of  environmental  goals  rather  than  economic 
benefits.  For  that  reason,  benefit-cost  ratios  do  not  exist  for  fish  and  wildlife 
restoration  and  Improvement  activities  authorized  since  the  enactment  of  the 
Trinity  River  Restoration  Act  (Public  Law  98-541,  October  24,  1984). 

Completion  data  Water  Is  now  avalable  from  the  first  27  miles  of  the  Folsom  South  Canal.  In 

addition.  Sugar  Pine  Dam  and  the  ForesthPI  conveyance  system  have  been 
completed.  As  of  September  30,  1994,  the  project  is  27  percent  complete. 


Authori2ation 
Land  certification 
Definite  plan  report 


Benefit  cost  ratio 
as  of  October  l,  1995 
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Summarized  Financial  Data 

Total  Federal  ot}!igationsl/                     $2,384,342,000      Allotments  to  9/30/94  $354,531,966 

Allotments  for  FY  1995  2,137.000 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 

Federal  participation                                      1,493.205      Allotments  to  date  356,668,966 

Non-Federal  participation  2/                           2.349,624      Allotments  for  FY  1996  1,357,000 

Adjustment  3/ 4/  171 

Total  to  be  allocated  $2,388,185,000      Balance  to  complete  $2,026,316,034 

1/  This  document  focuses  on  the  total  Federal  otiligatlons  by  Reclamation  for  the  Aubum-Folsom  South 
Unit  Total  Federal  obligations  for  the  Department  of  Energy  shown  In  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification 
have  been  updated  and  Included  in  a  separate  budget  document  submitted  by  that  agency. 

2/  Represents  cash  contritHJtlon  from  Sacramento  Metropolitan  Water  Authority  to  meet  50  percent 
cost-stiaring  requirement  for  feasibility-level  planning  report/environmental  impact  statement  on 
alternative  multipurpose  plans  for  water  and  power  development  in  the  American  River  Basin. 

3/  Rounding. 

4/  Interest  during  construction  cost  estimates  shown  In  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification  for  the 
multipurpose  Aubum  Dam,  as  described  in  the  authorizing  legislation,  are  out  of  date.  Continued 
updating  of  out-of-date  estimates  results  In  misleading  Information.  Interest  during  construction  will  be 
Included  In  the  benefit-cost  determinations  for  the  alternatives  to  the  authorized  plan  Included  in  the 
planning  documents  now  being  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  Corps  of  Engineers  for 
submittal  to  the  Congress.  Reimbursable  Interest  during  construction  cost  estimates  shown  in  the  FY 
1995  Budget  Justification  for  the  completed  Folsom  South  and  Foresthlll  Divide  area  facilities  are 
Included  In  the  Allotments  to  date  amount  shown  above  for  the  operating  project. 


Proiect  Cost  Allocation 

Allocation 

FY  1995  estimate 

FY  1996  estimate 

Irrigation 

$1,309,555,000 

$1,410,906,000 

Power 

473,219,000 

475,796,000 

Municipal  and  industrial  water 

529,627,000 

231,027,000 

Recreation 

137,493,000 

23,691,000 

Fish  and  wildlife 

54,224,000 

151,222,000 

Rood  control 

31,733,000 

88,418,000 

Defen^ed  usejy 

2,425,000 

2,425,000 

Highway  Improvements  2/ 

88,713,000 

0    4/ 

Others/ 

1,009,000 

0    4/ 

Non-Federal  share  5/ 

2,350,000 

0   5/ 

Preconstmctlon  Investigations 

0 

4.700.000    6/ 

Total 

$2,630,348,000 

$2,388,185,000 

1/  Actual  cost  of  providing  additional  capacity  in  the  completed  portion  of  the  Folsom  South  Canal 
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(Reaches  1  and  2)  to  serve  the  planned  Eastside  DMslon  service  area. 

g/  Preliminary  estimate  of  Incremental  co?t  of  Improving  existing  roads  in  project  construction  area  to 
higher  standards  required  for  construction  of  Auburn  Area  facilities. 

2/  Preliminary  estimate  of  cost  of  preservation  of  historical  and  archaeological  data  discovered  durina 
completion  of  constnjction  of  the  Auburn  Area  facilities. 

A/  Preliminary  estimate  for  the  multipurpose  Auburn  Dam  described  in  the  authorization  is  out  of  date 
Continued  indexing  of  out-of-date  estimates  results  In  misleading  information.   New  estimate  will  be 
Included  in  the  evaluation  of  the  alternatives  to  the  authorized  plan  included  In  planning  documents  now 
being  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  Corps  of  Engineers  for  submittal  to  the  Congress. 

5/  Represents  cash  contribution  from  Sacramento  Metropolitan  Water  Authority  to  meet  50  percent 
cost-sharing  requirement  for  feaslbflity-level  planning  report/environmental  impact  statement^ 
alternative  multipurpose  plans  for  water  and  power  development  In  the  American  River  Basin. 

6/  Estimated  cost  of  feasibility-level  planning  report/environmental  impact  statement  on  aitematlve 
multipurpose  plans  for  water  and  power  development  in  the  American  River  Basin.   Planning  report  and 
!"!u°T!       documents  are  being  prepared  at  the  request  of  the  Sacramento  Metropolitan  Water 
Authority  for  submittal  to  the  Congress. 

Cost  allocation 

methodology  The  operational  and  financial  Integration  provision  of  the  Central  Valley  Project 

authorization  requires  that  the  cost  allocation,  ratesetting  and  repayment  studies 
be  performed  for  the  total  project  rather  than  for  individual  divisions  and  units. 
In  response  to  congressional  requests  for  information  on  individual  divisions 
and  units,  pro  rata  shares  of  the  cost  allocation  for  the  total  authorized  project 
are  shown  for  the  individual  divisions  and  units.  Thus,  the  pro  rata  share  of  the 
project  cost  allocation  shovwi  for  this  division  will  change  each  time  there  is  a 
change  In  the  total  estimated  cost  of  the  authorized  Central  Valley  Project. 

The  net  decrease  in  the  total  cost  to  be  allocated  of  $242,163,000  includes 
increases  of  $36,828,000  for  indexing  to  October  1995  projected  prices 
$10,000,000  for  restoration  of  the  river  channel,  $942,000  for  continuation  of 
interim  resource  management,  $360,000  for  continuation  of  fire  protection  on 
lands  already  purchased  for  the  project,  $285,634  for  reevaluation  of 
contingency  requirements,  $64,950  for  Placer  County  pump  rehabilitation,  and 
$941  for  rounding;  and  decreases  of  $222,194,000  for  interest  during 
constmction,  $68,445,000  for  Department  of  Energy  obligations  and  $5  525  for 
land  withdrawal. 
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Aubum-Folsom  South  Unit 


Project  Repayment 

Repaid  by  Amount 

Inlgators  $1,410,906,000 

Power  users  475,796,000 

M&l  water  users  231 .027,000 

State  and  local  entities!/  10,724,000 

Defen-ed  use  2/  2,425,000 

Non-reimbursable  3/ 4/  257.307,000 

Total  $2,388,185,000 

jy  Includes  $8,374,000  for  State  of  Califomia.  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  (50  percent  of 
cun-ent  estimate  of  cost  of  planned  Aubum  Lake  recreation  facilities);  and  $2,350,000  for  cash 
contribution  from  Sacramento  Metropolitan  Water  Authority  (50  percent  of  estimated  cost  of  feasibility- 
level  planning  report/environmental  impact  statement  on  alternative  multipurpose  plans  for  water  and 
power  development  in  the  American  River  Basin). 

2/  Actual  cost  of  provkjing  additional  capacity  in  the  completed  portion  of  the  Folsom  South  Canal 
(Reaches  1  and  2)  to  serve  the  planned  EastskJe  Division  service  area,  as  authori2ed  under  Section  1, 
Public  Uw  89-161. 

3/  Includes  $15,317,000  for  recreation,  $151,222,000  for  fish  and  wildlife.  $88,418,000  for  flood  control, 
and  $2,350,000  for  preconstruction  Investigations. 

4/  Detail  shown  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  anadromous 
fishery,  wildlife  refuges  and  waterfowl  conservation  are  included  in  the  total  fish  and  wildlife  amount. 
Detail  for  the  highway  improvement  and  cultural  resources  activities  for  the  authorized  multipurpose 
Aubum  Dam  are  outdated.  Continued  indexing  of  those  out-of-date  estimates  results  in  misleading 
infomiation.  New  estimates  will  be  included  in  the  evaluation  of  the  alternatives  to  the  authorized  plan 
Included  in  planning  documents  now  t>eing  prepared  by  Reclamation  and  Corps  of  Engineers  for 
submittal  to  the  Congress. 

Status  of  repayment    Contracts  have  been  executed  with  East  Bay  Municipal  Utility  District, 
contract  Sacramento  Municipal  Utility  District,  Foresthill  Public  Utility  District,  and  Placer 

County  Water  Agency.  Negotiations  will  continue  with  Central  San  Joaquin 
Water  Conservation  District,  North  San  Joaquin  Water  Conservation  District, 
Sacramento  County  Water  Agency,  San  Joaquin  County  Rood  Control  and 
Water  Conservation  District,  Stockton-East  Water  District,  Woodbridge  irrigation 
District,  and  Woodbridge  Water  Users  Conservation  District  for  water  from 
Folsom  South  Canal  upon  the  completion  and  implementation  of  the  Central 
Valley  Project  water  management  program  and  completion  of  appropriate 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  documentation. 

No  repayment  contracts  have  t»een  negotiated  to  date  for  remaining 
unconstructed  facilities  on  the  Aubum-Fdsom  South  Unit;  negotiations  with  the 
water  users  will  be  renewed  upon  the  completion  and  implementation  of  the 
Central  Valley  Project  water  management  program  and  completion  of  appropriate 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  documentation. 

Irrigation  investment    Inlgation  investment  is  to  be  repaid  from  water  and  power  revenues  collected  at 
per  acre  the  project  level  in  compliance  with  the  operationally  and  financially  integrated 
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Aubum-Folsom  South  Unit 


project  provision  Included  In  the  project  authorization.  Each  division  and  unit  Is  part 
of  the  total  project;  some  of  the  divisions  develop  water  supplies  and  the  other 
divisions  and  units  deliver  those  water  supplies.  Inlgatlon  investment  data  for  the 
total  authorized  Central  Valley  Project  are  shown  on  page  145. 

Status  of  NEPA  A  prpjectwide  final  environmental  statement  was  filed  with  Council  on 

compliance  Environmental  Quality  November  13.  1972.  Supplement  to  final  filed  with  CouncH  on 

Environmental  Quality  August  6,  1973,  Amendment  to  final  filed  with  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  September  20,  1974.  Supplemental  No.  2  filed  with 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  September  23,  1980.  Foresthiil  Divide  area  final 
environmental  statement  was  filed  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  May  25, 
1976.  A  feasibility-level  planning/report  environmental  impact  statement  for 
exploring  multipurpose  alternative  sources  for  water  and  power  development  in  the 
American  River  Basin  has  been  initiated.   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
schediied  for  October  1995  and  final.  April  1996. 

Other  information        The  National  Resources  Defense  Council,  Inc.  vs.  Stamm,  Case  No.  S-2663  in  the 
U.S.  District  Court,  Eastem  District  of  Califomia,  was  filed  in  December  1972.   By 
order  of  the  court  in  1974,  in  the  above  case,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  was 
ordered  to  notify  the  court  and  all  parties  to  that  action  as  soon  as  the  decision  is 
made  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  construct  Reaches  3,  4,  or  5  of  the  Folsom 
South  Canal  and  not  to  commence  such  construction  until  at  least  60  days  after 
said  notice  is  given  nor  can  he  acquire  any  lands  for  that  construction  or  enter  into 
any  water  service  contracts  for  American  River  Division  water. 

A  major  earthquake  on  August  1,  1975,  with  the  epicenter  near  Oroville  Dam  In 
northem  Califomia  raised  safety  questions  that  prompted  extensive  investigations  of 
the  Foothills  fault  system  and  the  Auburn  Dam  area.  In  FY  1987,  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  initiated  a  Folsom  South  Area  Conjunctive  Use  Study  to  evaluate  plans 
for  concun-ent  use  of  the  groundwater  basin  and  existing  storage  developments  on 
streams  tributary,  adjacent  to  and  within  the  Folsom  South  area  to  meet  the  service 
area  needs  and  provide  suitable  flows  in  the  Lower  American  River. 

Appropriation  ceiling  Appropriations  authorized  are  $1,551,201,000  (October  1995).  The  comparable 
Federal  obligation  is  $2,384,342,000  which  exceeds  the  appropriation  ceiling  by 
more  than  the  amount  of  contingencies  included  in  the  oljiigation.  Appropriate 
congressional  committees  wHI  be  advised  of  the  ceiling  status  for  this  project. 
Legislation  to  provide  additional  appropriation  celling  would  be  needed  to  complete 
the  project  as  authorized.  Current  commitments  will  be  held  within  existing  celling. 

Work  proposed  Auburn  Dam  and  Reservoir  -  Processing  water  rights  applications  and 

for  FY  1996  miscellaneous  agreements  with  the  State  and  local  agencies  for  management  of 

project  lands,  and  providing  fire  protection  and  seismograiph  wori<  will  continue. 
The  feasibility-level  planning  report  and  environmental  impact  statement  to  explore 
multipurpose  alternative  sources  of  water  and  power  development  in  the  American 
River  Basin  will  be  completed.  .$2,144,000 


Non-Federal  cash  contribution 
Total  request 


-787.000 
$1,357,000 
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Central  Valley  Project 
Delta  Division 

Califomia 


Location  This  dMskxi  is  located  in  Alameda,  Contra  Costa,  Fresno,  Merced,  Sacramento, 

and  Stanislaus  Counties  in  central  Califomia. 

Description  As  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  project,  this  division  delivers  water  and 

power  supplies  developed  in  the  American  River,  Shasta  and  Trinity  River 
divisions  to  the  areas  served  by  the  Delta  Division,  San  Luis  Unit  and  San  Felipe 
Division.  The  Delta  Division  provides  full  Im'gation  service  to  45,648  acres, 
suppiemental  Irrigation  service  to  181,582  acres,  and  100,104  acre-feet  annually 
for  municipal  arxj  irxJustrial  use  in  the  division  service  area. 

Authorization  Emergency  Relief  Appropriation  Act  of  1935,  Apn1  8,  1935.  The  Central  Valley 

Project  was  auttrorlTed  by  a  finding  of  feasibility  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
and  approved  by  the  President  on  December  2,  1935;  Public  Law  392,  Rivers 
and  Hartxjrs  Acts  of  1937.  August  26,  1937;  Public  Law  868,  Rivers  and  Hartxjrs 
Act  of  1940,  October  17,  1940;  Public  Law  99-546.  Coordinated  Operations 
Agreemerrt.  Suisun  Marsh  Preservation  Agreement  and  Small  Reclamation 
Projects  Act  of  1986,  October  27,  1986;  and  Public  Law  102-575,  Reclamation 
Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act  of  1992,  October  30,  1992. 

The  projectwide  land  certification  was  completed  on  July  23,  1982. 

To  be  completed  as  required. 


Land  certification 

Definite  plan  report 

Benefit  cost  ratio 
as  of  October  1,  1995 


Completion  data 


A  benefit-cost  ratio  is  no  longer  available  for  the  Central  Valley  Project  or  any  of 
Its  divisions  arxJ  units.   Benefit  estimates  submitted  in  support  of  the 
authorization  of  the  original  project  features  are  out  of  date.   Continued 
irxjexing  of  these  estimates  Is  ir^ppropriate,  and  can  be  misleading.   Benefit 
data  for  ttie  in-service  facilities  are  not  available  due  to  the  high  cost  of 
collecting  data.   Recent  additions  to  the  list  of  authorized  program  activities 
fiave  been  justified  on  the  basis  of  environmental  goals  rather  than  economic 
benefits.  For  that  reason,  benefit-cost  ratios  do  not  exist  for  fish  and  wildlife 
restoration  and  improvement  activities  authorized  since  the  enactment  of  the 
Trinity  River  Restoration  Act  (Public  Law  98-541,  October  24,  1984). 

As  of  Septemtier  30.  1994.  the  Delta  Division  was  62  percent  complete. 
Completed  and  operational  major  features  include:  Tracy  Pumping  Plant  and 
Switchyard.  Delta  Cross  Channel.  Delta  Mendota  Canal,  and  the  Contra  Costa 
Canal  System. 
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Delta  Division 


Summarized  Financial  Data 

Total  Federal  ot>iigations                            $359,386,000      Allotments  to  9/30/94  $168,404,905 

Allotments  tor  FY  1995  4.569.000 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 

Federal  participation                                      2,500,086      Allotments  to  date  172,973,905 

Non-Federal  participation  1/                                      0      Allotments  tor  FY  1996  6,500,000 

Adjustment  2/ 3/  :86 

Total  to  be  allocated  $361,886,000      Balance  to  complete  $179,912,095 

1/  Reflects  a  reduction  as  presented  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justifications  tor  the  State  of  California 
participation  in  the  construction  of  the  Delta  Barriers.  The  cost-sharing  agreement  with  the  State  of 
Califomla  for  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act,  Section  3406,  w/as  signed  on  June  27,  1 994.  Non- 
federal participation  v^ill  be  reflected  when  individual  task  orders  have  been  finalized. 

2/  Rounding. 

3/  Current  estimate  of  interest  during  construction  on  future  Reclamation  program  costs  is  not 
calculated  until  speciflc  construction  work  Is  kJentified. 

Project  Cost  Allocation 


Allocation 

FY  1995  estimate 
$141,250,000 

FY  1996  estimate 

Irrigation 

$107,872,000 

Power 

21,296,000 

36.377,000 

Municipal  and  industrial  water 

42,550,000 

29.226,000 

Recreation 

205,000 

205.000 

Fish  and  wildlife 

132,708,000 

181.446.000 

Rood  control 

16,464,000 

6.760.000 

Navigation!/ 

1,534,000 

0 

Water  quality  2/ 

1.054,000 

0 

Total 

$357,061,000 

$361,886,000 

\J  Previous  allocation  was  based  on  operation  of  project  in  support  of  the  commercial  barges  used  to 
transport  rice  from  the  growers  to  the  storage  elevators  located  downstream  in  Sacramento.  Because 
trucks  have  replaced  the  barges,  there  has  been  no  need  for  the  project  to  be  operated  in  support  of  the 
navigation  purpose  since  1981 -the  first  year  of  the  50-year  project  repayment  period  defined  by  Public 
Law  99-546.  Therefore,  the  allocation  of  project  costs  to  the  navigation  purpose  has  been  discontinued. 

2/  Represents  estimated  cost  of  upgrading  facilities  used  to  treat  the  drinking  water  supplied  to  the 
Tracy  facilities  to  State  and  Federal  public  health  standards.  Such  permanent  operating  facility  costs  are 
now  being  allocated  among  all  the  authorized  purposes  of  the  Central  Valley  Project. 
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Delta  Division 


Cost  allocation 

methodology  The  operational  and  financial  Integration  provision  of  the  Central  Valley  Project 

authorization  requires  that  the  cost  allocation,  ratesetting  arvj  repayment  studies 
t>e  performed  for  the  total  project  rather  than  for  individual  divisions  and  units, 
in  response  to  congressional  requests  for  information  on  individual  divisions 
and  units,  pro  rata  shares  of  the  cost  allocation  for  the  total  authorized  project 
are  shown  for  the  individual  divisions  and  units.  Thus,  the  pro  rata  share  of  the 
project  cost  allocation  shown  for  this  division  will  change  each  time  there  is  a 
change  in  the  total  estimated  cost  of  the  authorized  Central  Valley  Project. 

The  net  increase  in  the  total  cost  to  be  allocated  of  $4,625,000  includes 
increases  of  $6,600,000  for  joint  Federal-State  effort  to  develop  a  long-term 
solution  to  environmental  and  natural  resource  problems  associated  with 
delivery  of  Central  Valley  Project  water  through  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin 
Delta  arKJ  San  Francisco  Bay  Estuary,  $3,525,000  for  inclusion  of  the  temporary 
Delta  Barrier  program,  $2,027,000  for  indexing  to  October  1995  projected 
prices,  $1,730,166  for  contingency  requirements,  $550,000  for  continuation  of 
the  acoustical  ttarrier  program  at  Georgiana  Slough,  $107,000  for  additional 
contractor  modifications  of  the  Tracy  Circuit  Breal<ers,  and  $1,064  for  contractor 
modification  of  the  Tracy  Excitation  System;  decreases  of  $6,669,000  after 
further  refinement  of  the  Delta  Barrier  program,  $463,000  for  reduction  in 
contract  estimate  for  the  Tracy  Water  Treatment  Plant,  arvJ  $230  for  rounding; 
and,  decreases  of  $2,583,000  for  reimbursable  interest  during  construction. 

Project  Repayment 

Repaid  by  Amount 

irrigators  $107,872,000 

Power  users  36,377,000 

M&i  water  users  29,226,000 

State  and  local  entities  1/  45,467,000 

Nonreimbursable  2/  142.944.000 

Total  $361,886,000 

\j  Includes  $105,000  for  East  Bay  Regional  Parks  District  share  of  costs  of  recreation  facilities  at  Contra 
Loma  Reservoir;  and  $45,362,000  for  State  of  California  share  of  costs  of  fish  and  wildlife  activities 
authorized  under  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  (Public  Law  102-575),  as  foliows: 
$13,036,000  for  Delta  Barriers,  $7,835,000  for  Tracy  Facilities,  $3,153,000  for  Contra  Costa  facilities, 
$7,069,000  for  Georgiana  Slough/Delta  Cross  Channel,  $12,617,000  for  Delta  Support  (lEP),  and 
$1,650,000  for  Bay-Delta  Oversight. 

2/  Includes  $100,000  for  recreation,  $136,084,000  for  fish  and  wildlife,  and  $6,760,000  for  flood  control. 

Status  of  repayment 

contract  To  date,  31  contracts  for  water  service  have  t>een  executed.  Contracts  for  the 

construction  of  seven  distribution  systems  have  tieen  executed. 
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Irrigation  Inveatment 
par  acre 


Irrigation  Investment  Is  to  be  repaid  from  water  and  power  revenues  collected  at 
the  proiect  level  In  compliance  with  the  operationally  and  financially  integrated 
project  provision  included  In  the  project  authorization.  Each  division  and  unit  Is 
part  of  the  total  project;  some  of  the  divisions  develop  water  supplies  and  the 
other  divisions  and  units  deliver  those  water  supplies.  Inlgation  investment  data 
for  the  total  authorized  Central  Valley  Project  are  shovim  on  the  documents  for 
the  CVP.  Mlscelianeous  Project  Programs  (page  145). 


Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


wai  be  completed  as  required. 


Appropriation  ceiling    Not  applicable. 


Woric  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


Delta  Barriers  -  Constmctlon  of  the  temporary  barriers  wfll  begin.        $  500,000 

Sulsun  Marsh  -  Represents  Federal  share  in  the  construction  by  the  State  of 
Callfomla  of  facBltles  for  protection  and  preservation  of  Sulsun  Marsh  as 
provided  by  Public  Law  99-546.  ^  300,000 

Delta  Support  Program  flEP)  -  The  program  to  identify  and  monitor  the  Impacts 
to  the  Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  of  operating  both  the  Federal  Central 
Valley  Project  and  the  Callfomla  State  Water  Project  and  to  define  new  design 
and  operating  criteria  to  minimize  such  Impacts  wrtll  continue.  $3,200,000 

Bav-Delta  Oversight  -  Implementation  of  a  long-tenn  solution  to  environmental 
and  natural  resources  problems  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  and  Sacramento-San 
Joaquin  Delta  wSI  continue.  $2,500,000 


Total  request.  Construction 


$6,500,000 
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Central  Valley  Project 
Miscellaneous  Project  Programs 

Califomla 


Location  This  program  encompasses  the  entire  Central  Valley  of  CalHomia  for  those 

activities  not  reported  under  a  separate  project  data  sheet.  The  Ixjundary 
exterxJs  from  the  Cascade  Range  in  the  north  to  the  fertile  plains  along  the  Kem 
River  in  the  south. 

Description  As  an  Integrated  part  of  the  Central  Valley  Project,  these  programs  deliver  water 

and  power  supplies  developed  by  the  American  River  Division  to  users  located 
In  the  areas  served  by  the  American  River,  Delta  and  San  Felipe  divisions  and 
the  San  IjjIs  Unit,  and  deliver  vrater  supplies  developed  by  the  Friant  Division  to 
users  located  in  the  Friant  Division  service  area.  The  Miscellaneous  Project 
Programs  provide  supplemental  inlgation  service  to  1,012,620  acres  and 
344,730  acre-feet  annually  for  municipal  and  industrial  use  in  the  areas  served 
by  the  American  River  and  Friant  divisions,  generates  212.220  kilowatts  of 
hydropower.  and  provide  fish  and  wildlife  and  flood  control  benefits. 

Autiiorixation  Emergency  Relief  Appropriation  Act  of  1935,  April  8.  1935.  The  Central  Valley 

Project  was  authorized  by  a  finding  of  feasibility  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
and  approved  by  the  President  on  December  2,  1935;  Public  l^w  392,  Rivers 
and  Hartwrs  Acts  of  1937,  August  26,  1937;  Public  Law  868,  Rivers  and  Hartjors 
Act  of  1940,  October  17,  1940;  Public  Law  356,  American  River  Division 
Authorization  Act,  October  14,  1949;  Public  Law  87-874,  River  and  Hartiors  Act 
of  1962  (Rood  Control  Act),  October  23,  1962;  Public  Law  91-502,  Black  Butte 
Integration  Act.  October  23.  1970;  Public  Law  94-423,  Reclamation  Authorization 
Act  of  1976,  September  28,  1976;  Public  Law  99-546,  Coordinated  Operations 
Agreement,  Suisun  Marsh  Preservation  Agreement  and  Small  Reclamation 
Projects  Act  of  1986,  October  27.  1986;  and.  Public  Uw  102-575.  Reclamation 
Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act  of  1992.  October  30,  1992. 

Ljind  certification  The  Friant  Division  land  certification  was  completed  on  June  4,  1982. 

Definite  plan  report       Will  be  completed  as  required. 

Benefit  cost  ratio 

as  of  October  1,  1995    A  benefit-cost  ratio  Is  no  longer  available  for  the  Central  Valley  Project  or  any  of 
its  divisions  and  units.  Benefit  estimates  submitted  In  support  of  the 
authorization  of  the  original  project  features  are  out  of  date.  Continued 
indexing  of  these  estimates  is  inappropriate,  and  can  be  misleading.  Benefit 
data  for  the  in-service  facilities  are  not  available  due  to  the  high  cost  of 
collecting  data.  Recent  additions  to  the  list  of  authorized  program  activities 
have  been  justified  on  the  basis  of  environmental  goals  rather  than  economic 
benefits.   For  that  reason,  benefit-cost  ratios  do  not  exist  for  fish  and  wildlife 
restoration  and  improvement  activities  authorized  since  the  enactment  of  the 
Trinity  River  Restoration  Act  (Public  Law  98-541,  October  24.  1984). 


Completion  data 


As  of  September  30.  1994,  the  Miscellaneous  Project  Programs  is  83  percent 
complete. 
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Major  features  that  are  completed  and  operational  Include  the  American  River 
Division  facfllties  (including  the  El  Dorado  Distribution  System),  Friant  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Friant-Kem  Canal,  Madera  Canal,  and  Friant-Kem  and  Madera 
distribution  systems. 

Summarized  Financial  Data 

Total  Federal  obligations  1/                         $495,206,000      Allotments  to  9/30/94  $326,420,180 

Allotments  for  FY  1995  21.344.800 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 

Federal  participation                                    14.173,198      Allotments  to  date  $347,764,980 

Non-Federal  participation  2/                           2,260,000      Allotments  for  FY  1996  22,944,000 

Adjustment  3/  4/  -199 

Total  to  be  allocated  $511,639,000      Balance  to  complete  $124,497,020 

1/  This  document  focuses  on  the  total  Federal  obligations  by  Reclamation  for  the  Miscellaneous  Project 
Programs.  Total  Federal  obligations  for  the  Department  of  Energy  and  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  shown 
In  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification  have  been  updated  and  included  in  separate  budget  documents 
submitted  by  those  agencies. 

2/  includes  $2,250,000  from  State  of  Callfomia  for  the  Refuge  Water  Supply;  and  $5,000  from  Big  Valley 
Irrigation  District,  $2,500  from  Modoc  County,  and  $2,500  from  Lassen  County  as  contributions  towards 
the  cost  of  the  preconstruction  investigations  for  the  Allen  Camp  Unit.  Pit  River  Division. 

5/  Rounding. 

4/  Current  estimate  of  interest  during  constmctlon  on  future  Reclamation  program  costs  is  not 
calculated  until  sf)eclfic  construction  wort<  Is  Identified.  Current  estirrute  of  interest  during  construction 
for  Department  of  Energy  program  activities  is  included  in  a  separate  document  prepared  by  that 
agency. 

Project  Cost  Allocation 

Allocation  FY  1995  estimate  FY  1996  estimate 

Ifrtgation  $305,620,000  $147,557,000 

Power  147,677,000  49.760.000 

Municipal  and  industrial  water  33.754.000  39.977,000 

Recreation  685.000  254!oo0 

Fish  and  wydlife  163.547.000  169.403.000 

Rood  control  27.765.000    '  9.247,000 

Navigation!/  1,548,000  0 

Other  2/  31.596.000  95.441.000 

Total  $712,192,000  $511,639,000 

\J    Previous  allocation  was  based  on  operation  of  project  in  support  of  the  commercial  barges  used  to 
transport  rice  from  the  growers  to  the  storage  elevators  located  downstream  in  Sacramento.   Because 
trucks  have  replaced  the  barges,  there  has  been  no  need  for  the  project  to  be  operated  in  support  of  the 
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navigation  purpose  since  1981 -the  first  year  of  the  50-year  project  repayment  period  defined  by  Public 
Law  99-546.  Therefore,  the  allocation  of  project  costs  to  the  navigation  purpose  has  been  discontinued. 

2/     Includes  actual  costs  to  date  of  $3,000  for  preservation  of  historical  and  archaeological  data. 
$78,105,000  for  preconstructlon  Investigations,  and  $17,333,000  for  the  non-Federal  share  of  the  costs  of 
safety  of  dams  work  completed  for  Folsom  Dam. 

Amount  shown  In  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification  Included  $2,215,000  for  archaeology,  $9,000  for 
highvray  Improvement.  ^1.103.000  for  General  Investigations.  $28,250,000  for  waterfowl  conservaUon, 
and  $19,000  for  water  quality.  The  amount  shown  for  archaeology  was  a  preliminary  estimate  of  the 
cost  of  preservation  of  historical  and  archaeological  data  discovered  during  the  construction  of  the 
program  facnities;  the  previous  estimate  has  been  updated  to  reflect  the  actual  cost  to  date  of 
archaeological  studies  completed  for  the  Tehama-Cdusa  Canal,  as  shown  In  the  Other  Project  Costs 
section  of  the  supporting  schedules.  The  amount  previously  shown  for  highway  Improvement  was  a 
preliminary  estimate  of  the  cost  of  improving  existing  roads  In  the  project  construction  area  to  higher 
standards  required  for  completion  of  the  program  facBlties;  the  cunrent  estimate  has  been  reduced  to  nfl 
to  reflect  the  nonstructural  nature  of  future  program  activities.  The  cost  allocated  to  preconstructlon 
investigations  is  the  actual  cost  of  investigations  completed  for  the  Allen  Camp  Unit.  Pit  River  Division; 
this  amount  has  been  revised  to  Include  the  cost  of  all  investigations  completed  for  the  Central  Valley 
Project  Costs  allocated  to  the  waterfowl  conservation  function  of  the  water  supply  purpose  are  Included 
among  the  costs  allocated  to  the  fish  and  wBdlUe  purpose.  The  cost  allocated  to  water  quality 
represents  amount  requested  for  upgrade  of  facilities  used  to  treat  the  drinl<ing  water  supply  available  to 
employees  and  visitors  at  the  Tracy  facilities  to  State  and  Federal  public  health  standards;  this  has 
nothing  to  do  wrtth  the  quality  of  project  vrater  supplies  delivered  for  M&l  water  supply.  Irrigation,  or 
environmental  uses;  It  Is  a  pemianent  operating  facility  cost  and  is  now  property  allocated  among  all  the 
authorized  project  purposes. 

Cost  allocation  n    .  _. 

methodology  The  operational  and  financial  Integration  provision  of  the  Central  Valley  Project 

authorization  requires  that  the  cost  allocation,  ratesetting  and  repayment  studies 
be  performed  for  the  total  project  rather  than  for  individual  divisions  and  units. 
In  response  to  congressional  requests  for  infomnation  on  individual  divisions  and 
units,  pro  rata  shares  of  the  cost  allocation  for  the  total  authorized  project  are 
shown  for  the  individual  divisions  and  units.  Thus,  the  pro  rata  share  of  the 
project  cost  allocation  shown  for  this  division  will  change  each  time  there  Is  a 
change  In  the  total  estimated  cost  of  the  authorized  Central  Valley  Project 

The  net  decrease  In  total  cost  to  be  allocated  of  $200,553,000  Includes 
Increases  of  $4,295,000  for  additional  requirements  for  the  Anadromous  Fish 
Program.  $2,919,000  for  additional  requirements  for  the  Unscreened  Diversions 
Program,  $2,550,000  for  additional  requirements  for  the  Ecosystem/Water 
System  Models;  $2,236,526  for  replacing  the  Centralized  Water  and  Power 
System  Control  equipment  $1,700,000  for  additional  wheeling  costs  for 
supplying  water  to  refuges.  $1,050,000  for  addition  of  new  line  item  for  Private 
Wetlands/Joint  Venture  for  evaluating  need  for  additional  water  to  privately 
owned  wetlands;  $725,000  for  Indexing  to  October  1995  projected  prices; 
$715,000  for  dedicating  and  managing  800,000  acre-feet  of  water  annually  for 
fishery  restoration,  $646,303  for  additional  requirements  for  the  Refuge  Water 
Supply.  $570,000  for  additional  requirements  for  Evaluating  Project  Operations, 
$550,000  for  new  line  Item  for  fishery  programs  Including  the  Spring  Run 
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Salmon  Program,  the  Salmon  Stamp  Program,  and  the  Coho  Salmon  Program, 
$400,000  for  addition  of  new  line  Item  for  administrative  charges  for  CVPIA- 
related  activities,  $5,599  for  contingency  requirements,  and  $5,374  for 
continuation  of  the  Project  Fishery  Impact  Study;  and  decreases  of 
$1 15,093,000  for  deletion  of  Department  of  Energy  obligations,  $69,000,000  for 
the  San  Jose  Water  Reclamation/Reuse  Program  which  is  now  a  separate 
project,  $15,887,000  for  deletion  of  Department  of  Energy  interest  during 
construction,  $8,316,518  for  transfer  of  Water  Consen/ation  Projects  to  the 
Operation  and  Maintenance  appropriation,  $3,779,000  for  reimbursat)le 
Reclamation  Interest  during  constmction,  $2,700,000  for  elimination  of  the  Power 
Generation  Study  from  the  program,  $1 .936,835  for  reevaluation  of  the  Water 
Augmentation  Program,  $1 ,060,003  for  contingency  requirements  for  Refuge 
Water  Supply,  $877,545  for  elimination  of  third  year  funding  for  the  Drainage 
Challenge  Grant  program,  $165,000  for  reassessment  of  the  requirements  of  the 
CVP  Assessment/Monitoring  Program,  $105,324  for  reduction  in  archaeological 
requirements  at  New  Melones  Reservoir,  and  $577  for  rounding. 

Project  Repayment 

Repaid  by  Amount 

Irrigators  $147,557,000 

Power  users  49.760,000 

M&l  water  users  39.977,000 

State  and  local  entities!/  38.747.000 

Nonreimbursable  2/  235.598!ooo 

Total  $511,639,000 

1/  Includes  $100,000  for  B  Dorado  Inlgation  District  share  of  costs  of  recreation  facilities  at  Sly  Pari< 
Reservoir;  $26,000  for  County  of  Fresno  share  of  costs  of  recreation  facilities  at  Lalce  Woollomes; 
$10,000  of  contributions  by  non-Federal,  local  entities  towards  cost  of  preconstruction  investigations 
completed  for  the  Allen  Camp  Unit.  Pit  River  Division,  and  $38,611,000  for  State  of  Califomia  share  of 
costs  of  fish  and  wildlife  activities  authorized  under  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  (Public 
Law  102-575),  as  follows:   $13,329,000  for  Refuge  Water  Supply,  $4,959,000  for  CVP 
Assessment/Monitoring  Program,  $3,425,000  for  Refuge  Water  Supply  Wheeling  Costs,  $14,510,000  for 
Unscreened  Diversions,  and  $2,388,000  for  Ecosystem  and  Systems  Operations  Models.  This  represents 
a  reduction  in  the  non-Federal  share  of  the  total  program  costs  shown  in  the  FY  1995  Budget 
Justifications  for  the  State  of  Califomia  participation  in  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act 
activities.  This  Is  the  result  of  an  analysis  of  the  cost-sharing  requirements  by  individual  program  activity. 

2/  includes  $100,000  for  recreation  facflitles  at  Sly  Parte  Dam  and  Reservoir  in  El  Dorado  County. 
Califomia;  $28,000  for  recreation  facBlties  at  Lake  Woollomes  in  Fresno  County,  Califomia;  $130,792,000 
for  fish  and  wildlife;  $9,247,000  for  flood  control;  $3,000  for  presenration  of  historical  and  archaeological 
data  under  the  Act  of  June  27,  1960  (Public  Uw  86-523);  $78,095,000  for  preconstmction  investigations; 
and,  $17,333,000  for  safety  of  dams  program  activities  completed  for  Folsom  Dam  under  the 
Reclamation  Safety  of  Dams  Act  of  1978,  Novemt»er  2,  1978  (Public  Law  95-578).  as  amended  In  1984 
by  Public  Law  98-404. 

Status  of  repayment 

contract  To  date.  39  contracts  for  water  service  have  been  executed. 
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Irrigation  investment  „       ^  . 

per  acre  irrigation  Investment  Is  to  be  repaid  from  water  and  power  revenues  collected  at 

the  project  level  in  compliance  with  the  operationally  and  financially  Integrated 
project  provision  included  In  the  project  authorization.  Each  dMslon  and  unit  is 
part  of  the  total  project;  some  of  the  divisions  develop  water  supplies  and  the 
other  divisions  and  units  deliver  those  water  supplies.  Inlgatlon  investment  data 
for  the  total  authorized  project  are  shown  tielow. 

Summary  of  Irrigation  Investment 

Total  Inlgatlon  Investment  per  acre  $1 .930   ±/ 

Repayment  of  irrigation  investment  per  acre  by: 

Inlgators  $1,875 
Power  revenues  55 

Payment  capacity  per  acre-foot  $8.00  to  $47.50  2/ 

Annual  charges  per  acre-foot: 

Constmctlon  $1.97  to  $13.48  3/ 

Operation  and  maintenance  4.48  to  24.80  3/ 

Deficit  -J3to    2.13  3/ 

Total  cost  of  sen/ice  6.68  to  40.41  3/ 

jy  Based  on  1,869,655  acres  In  the  project  sen/ice  area  that  were  inigated  with  water  supplied  by  the 
Central  Valley  Project  in  1992,  as  reported  In  Reclamation's  1992  Crop  Production  Report. 

2/  Range  of  Irrigators'  ability  to  pay  estimates  for  lands  that  are  Inigated  with  water  supplied  by  the 
Central  Valley  Project.  Payment  capacity  depends  on  the  value  of  the  crops  grown,  productivity  of  the 
soils,  and  length  of  the  growing  season.  Because  these  factors  Improve  as  one  moves  from  north  to 
south,  the  Inlgators'  ability  to  pay  Improves  as  one  moves  from  the  northem  portion  to  the  southern  and 
coastal  portions  of  the  project  service  area.  Colncidentally,  the  cost  of  delivering  project  water  supplies 
developed  in  the  north  increases  as  the  water  Is  moved  southward  to  Irrigators  located  in  the  southern 
and  coastal  portions  of  the  project  service  area. 

3/  Inlgatlon  water  rates  are  based  on  actual  costs  and  expressed  In  temris  of  dollars  per  acre-foot 
scheduled  for  delivery  during  the  cun^ent  year.  Cost  of  service  rates  for  all  the  Individual  contractors  are 
adjusted  annually  to  reflect  changes  In  project  costs  and  available  vrater  supplies.  Annual  charges 
shown  above  are  the  lowest  and  highest  cost  of  sen/lce  rates  calculated  for  the  Individual  contractors  In 
Reclamation's  1995  CVP  irrigation  Water  Rates,  dated  October  1994. 

Status  of  NEPA 

compliance  Ei  Dorado  Distribution  System,  May  22,  1974.  NEPA  compliance  was  not 

required  for  Friant-Kem  Canal,  aher  NEPA  compliance  will  be  completed  as 

required. 

Otiier  information  Additional  features  have  been  included  as  a  result  of  Public  Uw  102-575. 

October  2.  1992,  Title  XXXIV. 
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Appropriation  ceillns    Not  applicable. 


Work  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 

CentraUzsd  Water  and  Power  Control  System  -  Contract  wfll  continue  for 
modernization  of  the  system.  $3,589,000" 

Refuge  Water  Supply  -  Section  3406(d).  Design  construction  of  conveyance 
faclltles  to  provide  water  to  wildlife  refuges  will  be  initiated.  $2,250,000 

Ecosystem  and  Water  Systems  Operations  Models  -  Section  3406(g).  Work 
wll  continue  on  the  conversion  of  operations  models  to  daily  time  steps, 
Improving  temperature  models,  and  developing  ecosystem  models.    $1,900,000 

Unscreened  Diversions  -  Section  3406  (b)  (21).  Constmctlon  of  screens  on 
unscreened  diversions,  rehabilitation  of  existing  screens,  replacement  of  existing 
non-functioning  screens,  and  relocation  of  diversions  to  less  fishery-sensitive 
areas  wHi  continue.  $6,000,000 

Evaluate  Project  Operations  -  Section  3406(b)  (9)  (19).  Evaluation  of  vailey- 
virtde  operation  of  water  projects  for  vrater  supply,  flood  control,  recreation,  and 
other  purposes  In  order  to  determine  how  such  operations  might  be  modified  to 
benefit  anadromous  fish  and  to  meet  other  requirements  of  the  Central  Valley 
Project  Improvement  Act  will  be  continued.  $    300,000 

New  Melones  Project  Facilities  -  As  a  apart  of  the  New  Meiones  Archeologicai 
Mitigation  Program,  Reclamation  agreed  to  develop  an  Interpretative  program. 
Construction  of  interpretative  displays  for  visitor's  center  and  preparation  of  an 
Interpretative  booldet  will  be  completed.  *  $      80.000 


Subtotal,  Regular  Construction 


$14,119,000 


RESTORATION  FUND 

Comprehensive  Central  Valley  Assessment/Monitoring  Program  - 

Section  3406(b)  (16).   Implementation  of  a  monitoring  and  assessment  program 
to  determine  the  degree  of  effectiveness  of  the  various  fish  and  wildlife 
restoration  activities  undertaken,  and  to  Wentify  and  implement  additional 
changes  or  actions  will  be  continued.  $2,000,000 

Anadromous  Rsh  Program  -  Section  3406(b)  (1).  The  development  and 
implementation  of  the  plan  to  increase  the  populations  of  anadromous  fishes  In 
the  Central  Valley  wfll  continue.  $3,000,000 

Refuge  Wheeling  Costs  -  Section  3406(d).  Water  Districts  and  the  California 
Department  of  Water  Resources  wfll  continue  to  be  pakJ  wheeling  costs 
associated  with  delivery  of  water  to  wPdIlfe  refuges.  $1,700,000 
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Refuge  Water  Supply  -  Section  3406(d).  The  environmental  compliance 
document  will  be  completed.  $3,000,000 

Flood  AgricuKural  Lands  for  Waterfowt/Yield  Enhancement  -  Section 
3406(b)(22).  Incentives  to  encourage  farmers  to  flood  fields  for  waterfowl 
habitat  and  for  Central  Valley  Project  Yield  enhancement  will  continue. 

$      500,000 

Private  Wetlands/Joint  Verrture  -  Section  3406(d)  (6).  Investigate  and  review 
the  reliability  and  quality  of  water  supplies  avaUaWe  to  privately  owned  wetlands 
and  detemnine  the  need,  if  any,  for  supplemental  water.  In  addition,  review 
water  supply  and  delivery  requirements  for  120,000  acres  of  restored  wetlands. 
A  report  on  supplemental  actions  to  program  and  accomplish  requirements  is 
due  not  later  than  Sef^ember  30,  1997.  $     500,000 

Dedicated  Project  Yield  -  Section  3406(b)  (2).  The  program  will  continue  to 
dedicate  and  manage  annually  800.000  acre-feet  of  Central  Valley  Project  yield 
for  the  primary  purpose  of  implementing  the  fish,  wildlife,  and  habitat  restoration 
purposes  and  measures.  i — 375,000 

Subtotal,  Restoration  Fund  $1 1 ,075,000 

Non-Federal  Participation,  Miscellaneous  Projects  $-2,250,000 

Total  request  $22,944,000 
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Central  Valley  Project 
Sacramento  River  Division 

Califomla 


Location 


This  division  is  iocated  in  Colusa,  Gienn,  and  Tehama  Counties  in  northern 
California. 


Description 


Autliorization 


Land  certification 


As  an  integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  Project,  this  division  delivers  water  and 
power  supplies  developed  In  the  Shasta  and  Trinity  River  divisions  to  users 
located  In  the  Sacramento  River  Division  service  area.  The  division  consists  of 
the  Red  Bluff  Diversion  Dam,  a  concrete  weir  structure  52  feet  high  and  5,985 
feet  long;  Red  Bluff  Diversion  Dam  fish  bypass  facilities;  Coming  Pumping  Plant, 
with  6  units  and  a  total  capacity  of  477  cubic  feet  per  second;  Tehama-Colusa 
Canal  system  (Including  reaches  1  through  8A,  canalside  pumping  plants  and 
distribution  systems),  approximately  114  miles  long,  with  an  initial  capacity  of 
2,530  cubic  feet  per  second,  extending  from  Red  Bluff  Diversion  Dam  and 
terminating  in  Yolo  County  south  of  Dunnigan,  California;  Tefiama-Colusa  Fish 
Facilities;  Coming  Canal,  21  mDes  long  (with  a  diversion  capacity  of  500  cubic 
feet  per  second)  and  terminating  about  4  miles  southwest  of  Coming,  Caiifomia; 
Coming  Water  District  distribution  system  and  Stony  Canal.  The  division 
provides  supplemental  irrigation  service  to  105,199  acres  and  full  irrigation 
service  to  34,319  acres. 

Public  l^w  81-839,  Sacramento  Valley  Canals,  September  26,  1950;  Public  l^w 
90-65,  Amend  Sacramento  Valley  Canals  Act,  August  19,  1967;  Public  i^w 
102-575,  Reclamation  Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act  of  1992, 
October  30,  1992. 

The  projectwide  iarxl  certification  was  completed  on  the  original  service  area  on 
May  3,  1956,  and  the  extended  service  area  on  Decemtier  22,  1980. 


Definite  pian  report      To  be  completed  as  required. 

Benefit  cost  rat'o 

as  of  October  1,  1995  A  benefit-cost  ratio  is  no  longer  available  for  the  Central  Valley  Project  or  any  of 
its  divisions  and  units.   Benefit  estimates  submitted  in  support  of  the 
authorization  of  the  original  project  features  are  out  of  date.   Continued  indexing 
of  these  estimates  is  inappropriate,  and  can  be  misleading.   Benefit  data  for  the 
in-service  facilities  are  not  available  due  to  the  high  cost  of  collecting  data. 
Recent  additions  to  the  list  of  authorized  program  activities  iiave  been  justified 
on  the  t)asis  of  environmental  goals  rather  than  economic  benefits.  For  that 
reason,  t>enefit-cost  ratios  do  not  exist  for  fish  and  wildlife  restoration  and 
Improvement  activities  authorized  since  the  enactment  of  the  Trinity  River 
Restoration  Act  (Public  Law  98-541,  October  24,  1984). 

Completion  data  As  of  September  30,  1994,  the  Sacramento  River  Division  was  83  percent 

complete.  Completed  and  operational  major  features  include:  Red  Bluff 
Diversion  Dam,  Tehama-Colusa  Canal  system,  including  Reaches  1  through  8A, 
canalside  pumping  plants  and  distribution  systems.  Coming  Canal  and  facilities. 
Coming  Water  District  distribution  system,  the  Tehama-Colusa  fish  facilities  and 
Red  Bluff  Diversion  Dam  fish  bypass  facilities. 
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Total  Federal  obligations 

Net  pfoperty  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation 
Non-Federal  participation  jy 

Adjustment  2/ 

Total  to  be  allocated 


Summartzad  Hnancial  Data 

$499,902,000 


Allotments  to  9/30/94 
Allotments  for  FY  1995 


-1 49, 1 00      Allotments  to  date 
2,200.000      Allotnwnts  for  FY  1996 

100 


$501,953,000      Balance  to  complete 


$346,686,505 
5.615.000 

$352,301,505 
2.375,000 


$145,225,495 


U  Represents  State  of  California  cost-sharing  of  $1,320,000  for  the  Demonstration  PBot  Research 
Facility  evaluation,  and  $880,000  for  the  fish  passage  program  Environmental  impact  Statement  (EIS). 


2/  Rounding. 
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Sacramento  River  DMslon 


Project  Cost  Allocation 

Allocation  FY  1995  estimate  FY  1996  estimate 


Irrigation 

Municipal  and  Industrial  water  243.000  76,545,000 

■^  ^«A  MAM  oQo  f\f\r\ 


$301,251,000  $125,866,000 

449.000  105.864,000 


RecreatTon                                                                282.000  282.000 

Fish  and  wildlife                                                  116.976.000  ^^I'ltlT. 

525.000  7.888.000 

44.000  0 

96,000  54.450,000 

11.000  11.000 


Flood  control 


Navigation!/  -^,000  ..  .c«nn^ 

Defeaed  use  2/  ^7.296,000  ^•'*^?'°^ 

Others/ 


Total  $487,077,000  $501,953,000 

1/  Previous  allocation  was  based  on  operation  of  project  in  support  of  the  commercial  targes  used  to 
transport  rice  from  the  growers  to  the  storage  elevators  located  downstream  In  Sacramento.  Because 
tmcks  have  replaced  the  barges,  there  has  been  no  need  for  the  project  to  be  operated  in  support  o  the 
navigation  purpose  since  1981 -the  first  year  of  the  50-year  project  repayment  period  defined  by  Public 
Uw  99-546.  Therefore,  the  allocation  of  project  costs  to  the  navigation  purpose  has  been  discontinued. 

2/  Incremental  cost  of  providing  extra  capacity  and  elevation  In  Tehama-Colusa  Canal  (Reaches  5-8A) 

to  enable  future  water  sen/ice  to  the  planned  West  Sacramento  Canal  Unit  service  area.  The  amount 

shown  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justifications  was  based  the  engineer's  estimate  and  has  now  been 

updated  to  reflect  the  actual  oost-to-date  of  the  completed  work. 

0 

3/  Includes  $1 1.000  for  preservation  of  historical  and  archaeological  data. 

methodology  The  operational  and  financial  Integration  provision  of  the  Central  Valley  Project 

authorization  requires  that  the  cost  allocation,  ratesetting  and  repayment 
studies  be  perfomied  for  the  total  project  rather  than  for  individual  divisions 
and  units,  in  response  to  congressional  requests  for  infonnation  on  individual 
divisions  and  units,  pro  rata  shares  of  the  cost  allocation  for  the  total 
authorized  project  are  shown  for  the  individual  divisions  and  units.  Thus,  the 
pro  rata  share  of  the  project  cost  allocation  shown  for  this  division  will  change 
each  time  there  is  a  change  in  the  total  estimated  cost  of  the  authorized 
Central  Valley  Project. 

The  net  increase  In  the  total  cost  to  be  allocated  of  $14,876,000  includes 
increases  of  $3,230,000  for  evaluation  of  the  Demonstration  Research  Pumping 
Facility  due  to  additional  requirements,  $3,213,331  for  contingency 
requirements,  $3,200,000  due  to  rescoping  of  the  CVPIA  Supporting 
Investigations,  $1,574,000  for  additional  requirements  of  EIS  for  the  fish 
passage  program.  $832,650  for  additional  contractor  modification  of  the 
research  pumping  facflity.  $684,514  for  additional  deer  fencing  along  the 
Tehama-Colusa  Canal,  $600,000  for  final  specification  preparation  to  fill  existing 
ponds,  stabilize  and  armor  the  channel  at  East  Sand  Slough,  $402,000  for 
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Sacramento  River  Division 


indexing  to  Octot>er  1995  projected  prices.  $400,139  for  plan  development, 
onsite  hortlcuttural  and  aquatic  activities  at  the  Sacramento  River  Information 
Center.  $400,000  for  continuation  of  the  captive  broodstocl<  program,  $195,000 
for  participation  in  the  unscreened  diversion  program,  $100,000  to  ensure  that 
all  studies  and  related  environmental  assessment  studies  are  finalized  for  lor>g- 
term  concurrence  for  constant  head  orifice  operation,  and  $44,570  for 
additional  study  costs  for  completion  of  the  Sacramento  RK/er  Basin  habitat 
study;  and  a  decrease  of  $204  for  rounding. 

Project  Repayment 

Repaid  bv  Amount 

inlgators  $125,866,000 

Power  users!/  105,864,000 

M&l  vrater  users  76.545,000 

State  of  California  2/  31.183.000 

Deferred  use  5/  54.450.000 

Nonreimbursable  4/  108.045.000 

Total  $501,953,000 

JL/  Cun-ent  estimate  of  thie  total  power  revenue  assistance  requirement  for  20  Inigation  water  service 
contractors  located  in  the  Black  Butte  Dam  and  Reservoir  (Stony  Creek),  Coming  Canal,  and  Tehama- 
Colusa  Canal  service  areas.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  results  of  the  Payment  Capacity  Analysis  for 
Tehama-Colusa  Water  Users  Association  completed  in  October  1994.  This  ability  to  pay  study  will  be 
updated  every  five  years  In  accordance  with  Section  105  of  the  Act  of  Octoljer  27,  1986  (Public  Law  99- 
546). 

2/  Represents  State  of  Califomia  share  of  costs  of  fish  and  wildlife  activities  authorized  under  the 
Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  (Public  law  102-575),  as  follows:  $9,329,000  for  fish  screens 
and  fish  recovery  facilities  associated  with  the  Hamilton  City  Pumping  Plant  (Glenn-Cdusa  Inigation 
District),  and  $21,854,000  for  altemative  fish  passage  facilities  at  Red  Bluff  Diversion  Dam.  These  data 
are  the  result  of  an  analysis  of  the  cost-sharing  requirements  by  Individual  program  activity. 

3J  incremental  cost  of  providing  extra  capacity  and  elevation  In  Tehama-Colusa  Canal  (Reaches  5-8A) 
to  enable  future  water  servtee  to  the  planned  West  Sacramento  Canal  Unit  service  area,  as  authorized 
under  Section  1  of  the  Act  of  August  19.  1967  (Public  Law  90-65). 

4/  includes  $282,000  for  recreation.  $99,864,000  for  fish  and  wildlife.  $7,888,000  for  flood  control,  and 
$11,000  for  presenratkjn  of  historical  and  archaeological  data  under  the  Act  of  June  27.  1960  (Public  Law 
86-523). 

Status  of  repayment 

contract  To  date,  16  contracts  for  water  service  have  been  executed  and  six  are  stDI 

under  negotiatkin.  Contracts  for  the  construction  of  four  distribution  systems 

have  t>een  executed. 
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Irrigation  Investment 
per  acre 


Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Irrigation  investment  is  to  be  repaid  from  water  and  power  revenues  collected  at 
the  project  level  In  compliance  with  the  operationally  and  financially  integrated 
project  provision  Included  In  the  project  authorization.   Each  division  and  unit  is 
part  of  the  total  project;  some  of  the  divisions  develop  water  supplies  and  the 
other  divisions  and  units  deliver  those  water  supplies,  irrigation  investment  data 
for  the  total  authorized  Central  Valley  Project  are  shown  on  the  documents  for 
the  CVP,  Miscellaneous  Project  Programs  (page  145). 


Tehama-Colusa  Canal,  June  7,  1972;  Tehama-Colusa  Canal  Supplemental, 
May  15,  1975;  Fish  Passage  EIS,  Draft,  January  1997;  Final,  December  1997. 


Appropriation  ceiling     Not  applicable. 


Work  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 

Other  project  cost  -  An  evaluation  program  will  continue  for  monitoring  the 
effectiveness  of  the  Demonstration  Research  Pumping  Facility  for  fish  passage 
for  both  upstream  and  downstream  migrating  ariadromous  fish.   Studies  for  the 
environmental  Impact  statement  will  continue,   installation  of  deer  fencing  along 
the  Tehama-Colusa  Canal  will  continue.   Final  specification  preparation  to  fill 
existing  ponds,  stabilize  and  armor  the  channel  at  East  Sand  Slough  will  be 
completed.  Studies  and  related  environmental  assessment  for  long-term 
concun-ence  for  constant  head  orifice  operation  will  be  completed. 

$3,075,000 

RESTORATION  FUND 

Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  Supporting  Investigations  -  Section 
3406(e)  (1-6).  Woric  will  continue  on  Investigations  in  support  of  temperatures 
for  anadromous  fish  survival,  additional  hatchery  production,  elimination  of 
mitigation  barriers  to  salmonlds,  temperature  control  device  at  Trinity  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Delta  Cross  Channel  and  Georglana  Slough  and  natural  production  in 
tributaries.  $  1,500,000 


Non-Federal  contribution 
Total  request 


$-2.200.000 
$2,375,000 
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Central  Valley  Project 
San  Felipe  Division 

California 


This  division  is  located  in  the  central  coastal  area  south  of  San  Francisco. 
California,  and  embraces  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  in  Santa  Clara  County,  the 
northern  portion  of  San  Benito  County,  the  southern  portion  of  Santa  Cruz 
County,  and  the  northern  edge  of  Monterey  County. 

An  integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  Project,  this  division  delivers  water  supplies 
developed  in  the  Anierican  River,  Shasta  and  Trinity  River  divisions  to  users 
located  in  the  San  Felipe  division  service  area.  This  division  provides 
supplemental  inigation  water  to  38,689  acres  and  135,400  acre-feet  annually  for 
municipal  and  industrial  use. 

Public  Law  90-72,  August  27.  1967. 

August  20,  1975,  for  Hollister  and  Santa  Qara  service  areas;  and  January  19. 
1979,  for  the  Watsonville  service  area. 


Final  Status  Report  October  9,  1981. 
complete  EIS. 


No  final  decision  on  entity  to  fund  and 


Benefit  cost  ratio 

as  of  October  1,  1995  A  benefit-cost  ratio  is  no  longer  availat)te  for  the  Central  Valley  Project  or  any  of 
Its  divisions  and  units.   Benefit  estimates  submitted  in  support  of  the 
authorization  of  the  original  project  features  are  out  of  date.   Continued  indexing 
of  these  estimates  is  inappropriate,  arxj  can  t>e  misleading.  Benefit  data  for  the 
in-service  facilities  are  not  available  due  to  the  high  cost  of  collecting  data. 
Recent  additions  to  the  list  of  authorized  program  activities  have  been  justified 
on  the  basis  of  environnrtental  goals  rather  than  economic  benefits.  For  that 
reason,  t>enefit-cost  ratios  do  not  exist  for  fish  and  wildlife  restoration  and 
improvement  activities  authorized  since  the  er\actment  of  the  Trinity  River 
Restoration  Act  (Public  Law  98-541.  October  24,  1984). 

Completion  data  Water  service  facilities  were  substantially  completed  in  FY  1987.  The  completion 

date  for  the  Watsonviie  fadities  is  not  Imown  at  this  time  due  to  uncertainty  of 
whether  water  wili  be  avaHatiie  for  delivery  to  the  area.  As  of  Septemt>er  30, 
1994,  the  project  is  89  percent  complete. 

Water  from  San  Luis  Reservoir  is  transported  to  the  service  area  through 
Pacheco  Tunnel  and  other  principal  features.  The  Pacheco  Tunnel  inlet  was 
constructed  under  the  authority  included  in  the  San  Luis  Unit  Authorization  Act. 
using  funds  included  in  the  San  Uiis  Unit  fund  allotment.  The  costs  have  tieen 
transferred  to  the  San  Felipe  Division. 
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Total  Federal  obligations  1/ 

Net  property  and  otiier  transfers 
Federal  participation 
Nor>-Federal  participation  2/ 

Adjustment  2/ 4/ 

Total  to  be  allocated 


Summarized  Financial  Data 

$350,778,000      Allotments  to  9/30/94 
Allotments  for  FY  1995 

8,708.829      Allotments  to  date 
447,381       Allotments  for  FY  1996 

-210 


$359,934,000      Balance  to  complete 


$304,186,616 
Q 

$304,186,616 
664.000 


$  45,927,384 


1/  This  document  focuses  on  the  total  Federal  obligations  by  Reclamation  for  the  San  Felipe  Division. 
Total  Federal  obligations  for  the  Department  of  Energy  shown  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification  have 
been  updated  and  included  in  a  separate  budget  document  submitted  by  that  agency. 

2/  includes  cash  contributions  of  $50,000  by  the  San  Felipe  Committee  for  preconstruction  studies,  and 
$397,381  by  County  of  San  Benito  for  norvFederal  share  of  cost  of  public  use/recreation  facilities  at  San 
Justo  Reservoir. 

5/  Rounding. 

4/  The  reimbursat)le  Interest  during  constmction  cost  estimate  shown  in  tfie  FY  1995  Budget 
Justifications  Is  included  in  the  Allotments  to  date  amount  shown  for  tiie  operating  project.  After  furtfier 
analysis,  the  transfer  of  $8,382,000  for  the  cost  of  the  Inlet  to  Pacheco  Tunnel  built  concurrently  with  tiie 
San  Luis  Reservoir  was  Included  in  the  Net  Property  and  Other  Transfers  -  Federal  Participation;  this 
amount  was  shown  as  an  adjustment  in  tf>e  FY  1995  Budget  Justifications.  Also,  a  credit  of  $33,000 
shown  In  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justifications  to  San  Benito  County  for  public  use  facDIties  was  Inaccurate 
and  has  been  removed. 
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Allocation 

Irrigation 

Municipal  and  Industrial  water 
Recreation 
Fteh  and  widllfe 
Non-Federal  share  jy 
Other 
Total 


Project  Cost  Allocation 

FY  1995  estimate 

$144,076,000 

229.516.000 

13.093.000 

10.632,000 

50.000 

105,000 

$397,472,000 


FY  1996  estimate 

$  75,822,000 

250,073,000 

16,434,000 

16,169,000 

0 

1.436.000  2/ 

$359,934,000 


\J  Includes  cash  contribution  of  $50,000  t>y  the  San  Felipe  Committee  for  preconstruction  studies.  This 
Is  properly  a  Joint  cost  to  be  allocated  among  all  the  division  purposes. 

2/  Includes  $105,000  for  preservation  of  archaeological  resources,  and  $1,331,000  for' preconstruction 
Investigations. 


Cost  allocation 
methodology 


The  operational  and  financial  Integration  provision  of  the  Central  Valley  Project 
authorization  requires  that  the  cost  allocation,  ratesetting  and  repayment  studies 
be  performed  for  the  total  project  rather  than  for  Individual  divisions  and  units. 
In  response  to  congressional  requests  for  Information  on  Individual  divisions  and 
units,  pro  rata  shares  of  the  cost  allocation  for  the  total  authorized  project  are 
shown  for  the  individual  divisions  and  units.  Thus,  the  pro  rata  share  of  the 
project  cost  allocation  shown  for  this  division  will  change  each  time  there  Is  a 
change  In  the  total  estimated  cost  of  the  authorized  Central  Valley  Project. 

The  net  decrease  In  total  cost  to  be  allocated  of  $37,538,000  Includes  Increases 
of  $308,000  for  wildlife  mitigation  contract  values  increase,  $207,305  for 
WatsonvUle  Water  Service  Study,  $199,012  for  transfer  stipulations  for  San  Justo 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  $136,000  for  purchase  of  land  for  wildlife  mitigation  site, 
$131,145  for  reevaluation  of  contingency  requirements,  $47,560  for  supervisory 
control  system,  $3,383  for  landscaping  at  San  Justo  Dam  and  Reservoir,  $2,907 
for  wildlife  mitigation  contact  value  Increase,  and  $1 ,231  for  public 
use/recreation  facBlties  at  San  Justo  Reservoir,  and  decreases  of  $35,397,000 
for  reimbursable  interest  during  construction,  $3,165,000  for  Department  of 
Energy  obligations,  $8,537  for  Pacheco  Conduit  -  Section  2,  $3,382  for  wildlife 
habitat  planting  and  Irrigation,  and  $624  for  rounding. 
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Prolecl  Repayment 


Repaid  bv 


Irrigators 
M&J  water  users 
Local  entity  J[y 
Norveimbursable  2/ 
Total 


Amount 

$  75.822.000 

250,073,000 

447,000 

33.592.000 

$359,934,000 


yj  Includes  $397,000  for  nor>-Federal  share  of  costs  of  recreation  facilities  to  be  repaid  by  the  County  of 
San  Benito  under  Section  3  of  Put)lic  Law  90-72.  and  $50,000  for  cash  contribution  by  the  San  Felipe 
Conrunlttee  for  precor»tnx:tion  studies. 

2/  includes  $16,037,000  for  recreation,  $16,169,000  for  fish  and  wPdlife,  $105,000  for  preservation  of 
archaeologica)  resources  under  Public  Law  93-291,  and  $1,282,000  for  preconstruction  Investigations. 


Status  of  repayment 
contract 


torigation  Investment 
per  acre 


Status  of  NEPA 
compliaitce 


A  water-service  contract  with  Santa  Oara  Valley  Water  District  was  executed 
June  7,  1977,  and  validated  Novemt)er  10.  1977.  Water-service  contract  with 
San  Benito  County  Water  Conservation  arxl  Rood  Control  District  was  executed 
Apr1 15,  1978.  On  October  14.  1987.  the  Pajaro  Valley  Water  Management 
Agency  (PVWMA)  passed  a  resolution  expressing  their  intent  to  corrtract  for 
19,900  acre^eet  of  water  for  the  Watsonvilie  subarea.  The  Callfomia  State  i-aw, 
Section  5  of  statutes  of  1984  authorizes  the  formation  of  the  PVWMA  and 
prohibits  the  agency  from  Importing  water  for  M&l  use.   if  M&i  users  benefit 
from  importing  San  Felipe  division  water,  Redarr^tlon  would  be  required  to 
charge  them  M&i  rates  for  their  water.  This  issue  wili  \»  resolved  wfien  the 
contract  is  negotiated. 


irrigation  Investment  is  to  be  repaid  from  water  and  power  revenues  collected  at 
tfie  project  level  in  compliance  with  the  operationally  arxi  finarK;ially  Integrated 
project  provision  included  in  the  project  authorization.   Each  division  and  unit  Is 
part  of  tfie  total  project;  some  of  the  divisions  develop  water  supplies  and  tfie 
otfwr  divisions  and  units  deliver  those  water  supplies,   irrigation  investment  data 
for  the  total  auttKxlzed  Central  Valley  Project  are  shown  on  tfie  documents  for 
tfie  CVP,  Miscellaneous  Project  Programs  (page  145). 


A  projectwide  final  environmental  statement  was  fled  with  the  CouncI  on 
Environmental  Quality  March  8,  1976.  Negative  determination  for  conveyance 
system  modification  signed  March  20,  1978.  It  is  undetermined  at  this  time 
when  tfie  environmental  documentation  on  tfie  WatsonvMIe  faclitles  will  be  fled 
with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 
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Other  information         At  the  request  of  the  Pajaro  Valley  Water  Management  Agency,  the  system  to 
serve  the  Watsonvlle  Subarea  has  been  tentatively  postponed  until  a  study  to 
determine  the  engineering  and  economic  feasibility  of  providing  water  service  to 
the  Subarea  has  t>een  completed. 

Appropriation  ceiling    Appropriations  authorized  are  $355,376,000  (October  1995).  The  comparable 
Federal  obligation,  including  $19,400,000  for  a  Federal  loan  to  San  Benito 
County  Water  Conservation  arxj  Rood  Control  District  to  build  a  distribution 
system,  is  $370,178,000  which  does  not  exceed  the  ceiling  by  more  thian 
5  percent  Estimating  data  on  the  Watsonville  Facilities  are  not  firm  enough  to 
determine  if  additional  appropriation  ceHing  is  necessary.  The  situation  will  be 
^  analyzed  periodically  as  new  and  more  precise  data  become  available  to 

determine  the  impact  of  the  changes.  Appropriate  congressional  committees 
will  be  advised  of  the  ceDing  status  for  this  project  at  the  time  a  firm 
commitment  is  made  on  the  construction  of  the  Watsonville  Facilities. 
Depervjing  on  the  type  of  facilities  recommervjed  for  construction,  it  may  be 
necessary  to  seek  an  additional  increase  in  the  projects  appropriation  ceiling. 
Current  commitments  will  be  held  within  the  existing  ceiling. 


Work  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAIM 


San  Justo  Dam/Reservoir  -  Transfer  stipulations  at  San  Justo  Dam  and 
Reservoir  and  minor  dean  up  work  wOl  be  completed.  $200,000 

Wiidlife  Mitigation  -  The  purcfiase  of  land  for  wildlife  mitigation,  and  contracts 
for  restoration  of  habitat  wOi  t>e  initiated  and  completed.  $464.000 


Total  request 


$664,000 
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Central  Valley  Project 
San  Joaquin  Division 

CalKomla 


Location  This  division  is  iocated  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  of  central  Callfomia. 

Description  An  Integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  Project,  the  division  was  established  in 

response  to  legislation  enacted  to  protect,  restore,  and  enhance  fish,  wildlife, 
and  associated  liabitats  in  the  Central  Valley  of  California. 

Authorization  Public  Law  102-575,  Reclamation  Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act  of 

1992,  October  30.  1992. 

Land  certification  Not  applicable. 

Deflnita  plan  report       Not  applicable. 

Benefit  coat  ratio 

as  of  OctolMT  1,  1995    Benefit-cost  ratios  are  rK>t  required  for  activities  authorized  under  Put)lic  Law 
102-575. 


Completion  data 


As  of  September  30,  1994,  tfw  San  Joaquin  Division  was  2  percent  complete. 
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San  Joaquin  Division 


Total  Federal  obligations 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation 
Non-Federal  participation 

Total  to  be  allocated 


SummarizMi  Firaneial  Data 

$154,262,000      Allotments  to  9/30/94 
Allotnients  for  FY  1995 

55,000      AllotnnefTts  to  date 
Allotments  for  FY  1996 


$1 54,31 7,000      Balance  to  complete 


$11,970,697 
19.226.000 

$31,196,697 
18,123.000 

$104,942,303 


Allocation 

Fish  and  wildlife 
Total 


Prolecl  Cost  Allocation 

FY  1995  estimate 

$136.291.000 
$136,291,000 


FY  1996  estimate 

$154.317.000 
$154,317,000 


Cost  allocation 
msthodology 


Costs  to  be  allocated  are  specific  fish  and  wSdIife  costs. 

The  Increase  in  total  cost  to  be  aOocated  of  $18,026,000  includes  $7,717,000  for 
contingencies.  $7,444,000  for  water  acquisition  program,  $1 ,765,000  for 
IrxJexIng  to  Octot>er  1995  projected  prices,  and  $1,100,000  for  land  retirement 
program. 


Pro]«cl  Repayment 


Repaid  bv 


State  and  local  entities  1/ 
Nonreimtxjrsable 
Total 


Amount 

$  23,205,000 

131.112.000 

$154,317,000 


1/  Includes  $15,055,000  for  water  acquisition  program,  and  $8,150,000  for  San  Joaquin  Basin  Action 
Plan.  This  represents  a  reduction  in  tiie  norvFederal  share  of  the  total  program  costs  shown  in  the 
FY  1995  Budget  Justifications  for  the  State  of  California  participation  in  the  Central  Valley  Project 
Improvement  Act  activities.  This  is  the  result  of  an  analysis  of  the  cost-sharing  requirements  by 
individual  program  activity. 
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San  Joaquin  DMslon 


Status  of  repayment 

contract  Not  applicable. 

irrigation  investment 

per  acre  Not  applicable. 

Status  of  NEPA 

compliance  Not  applicable. 

Appropriation  ceiling     Not  applicable. 


Wortt  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


RESTORATION  FUND 

Water  AcquisHlon  -  Section  3406(b)(3).  The  program  to  acquire  additional 
water  supplies  to  supplement  the  quantity  of  water  dedicated  to  fish  and  wiidiife 
purposes  will  be  continued.  The  types  of  options  which  couid  be  identified 
include  improvements  in  or  modifications  of  the  operations  of  the  Central  Valley 
Project,  water  banking,  conservation,  transfers,  conjunctive  use  and  temporary 
and  permanent  land  fallowing,  including  purchase,  lease,  and  option  of  water, 
water  rights,  and  associated  agricultural  use.  $11,005,000 

L^nd  Retirement  -  Section  3408(h),  3406(b)(3).  The  land  retirement  program 
will  continue.  I^nd  retirement,  or  tai<ing  land  out  of  irrigated  agricultural 
production,  is  a  way  to  reduce  irrigation  drainage  problems.  At  the  same  time, 
it  provides  opportunities  to  acquire  water  and  increase  or  enhance  wiidiife 
habitat.  $6,118,000 

San  Joaquin  Basin  Action  Plan  -  Section  3406(d).  Planning  and  design 
required  for  full  implementation  of  the  Plan  will  be  continued.  Right-of-way 
acquisition  will  be  continued.  The  environmental  compliance  documentation  will 
be  completed  and  design  and  construction  of  the  highest  priority  conveyance 
facilities  will  be  initiated.  $  1.000.000 


Total  request 


$18,123,000 
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Central  Vanoy  Protect 
SanLiiisUfiK 

Califomia 


l.oc«tlon 
DMcription 


Authorization 


L^nd  certification 


This  unit  Is  located  near  Los  Banos  on  the  west  side  of  the  San  Joaquin  Valley 
and  30  mies  southwest  of  Fresno,  Califomia. 

An  Integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  Project,  the  unit  delivers  water  and  power 
supplies  developed  in  the  American  River,  Shasta  and  Trinity  River  divisions  to 
users  located  In  the  unit  service  area.  The  unit  provides  supplemental  irrigation 
water  to  651,000  acres.  26,500  acre-feet  annually  for  municipal  and  industrial 
use,  and  generates  227,200  kflowatts  of  hydroelectric  power.  The  651,000  acres 
includes  583,000  acres  of  Irrigable  acres  currently  v/ithln  Westlands  Water 
District  in  accordance  with  Solicitors  Opinion,  June  17,  1986,  which  holds,  in 
part,  that  the  Act  of  June  3,  1960,  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  San  Luis  Unit  and  accords  the  Secretary 
reasonatile  administrative  discretion  with  regard  to  the  size  of  the  Federal  San 
Luis  Unit  service  area.  The  unit  also  provides  recreation  and  flood  control 
t}eneflts. 

Public  Law  86-488,  June  3,  1960;  and  Public  Law  95-46,  June  15,  1977. 

May  11,  1962,  t>elow  elevation  470;  and  February  14,  1979,  above  elevation  470. 


Definite  plan  report       December  29,  1962. 


Benefit  cost  ratio 
a*  of  October  1, 1995 


Completion  data 


A  t)eneflt-cost  ratio  is  no  longer  available  for  the  Central  Valley  Project  or  any  of 
Its  divisions  and  units.   Benefit  estimates  submitted  in  support  of  the 
authorization  of  the  origir^  project  features  are  out  of  date.  Continued  indexing 
of  ttiese  estimates  Is  Inappropriate,  and  can  be  misleading.  Benefit  data  for  the 
In-service  facilities  are  not  available  due  to  the  high  cost  of  collecting  data. 
Recent  additions  to  the  list  of  authorized  program  activities  fiave  been  justified 
on  the  t)asis  of  environmental  goals  rather  than  economic  benefits.   For  that 
reason,  benefit-cost  ratios  do  not  exist  for  fish  and  wildlife  restoration  and 
Improvement  activities  authorized  since  the  enactment  of  the  Trinity  River 
Restoration  Act  (Public  Law  98-541.  October  24,  1984). 

As  of  September  30,  1994,  the  project  Is  71  percent  complete.  The  remaining 
construction  program  would  require  at>out  6  years,  after  reauthorization  of  the 
dIstritHJtIon  and  drainage  system  to  provide  additional  appropriation  ceiling, 
authority  for  increasing  the  service  area,  and  other  required  authorizations. 
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San  Luis  Unit 


Total  Federal  otiligatlonsl/ 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation 
Non-Federal  participation 
Cash  2/ 
Non-cash  3/ 

Adjustment  4/5/ 

Total  to  be  allocated 


Summarizad  Financial  Data 

|1 ,570,372.000      Allotments  to  9/30/94 
Allotments  for  FY  1995 

-3,712,688      Allotments  to  date 

232,772, 1 1 4      Allotments  for  FY  1 996 
36,581,719 

d45 


$1 ,836,013,000      Balance  to  complete 


$565,284,664 
647.000 

$565,931,664 

800,000 


$1,003,640,336 


1/  This  document  focuses  on  the  total  Federal  obligations  by  Reclamation  for  the  San  Luis  Unit.  Total 
Federal  obligations  for  the  Department  of  Energy  have  been  included  In  a  separate  budget  document 
sut>mltted  by  that  agency. 

2/  Includes  $224,662,627  from  the  State  of  Callfomla  towards  the  State  share  of  the  cost  of  the  San 
Lxils  Joint  State-Federal  water  supply  facilities.  Costs  of  the  Joint  State-Federal  facilities  are  funded  55 
percent  State  and  45  percent  Federal,  under  the  provisions  of  Federal-State  Contract  No.  14-06-200- 
9755,  December  31,  1961.  Also  includes  $8,109,487  for  construction  charges  payable  by  Westlands 
Water  District  under  Contact  No.  14-06-200-2020A,  dated  AprD  1,  1965,  for  that  portion  of  the  Westlands 
Distribution  System  used  to  deliver  project  water  supplies  to  the  LeMoore  Naval  Air  Station.  As  provided 
for  by  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  10,  1972  (Public  Law  92-378),  agricultural  and  grazing  lease 
revenues  from  lands  of  the  LeMoore  Naval  Air  Station  are  being  used  to  provide  repayment  to  the  United 
States  of  constmction  charges  attributable  to  such  lands  which  would  have  been  applicable  if  such  lands 
were  not  owned  by  the  Federal  Govemment 

3/  Includes  $34,358,259  for  the  State  of  Califomia,  Department  of  Water  Resources,  towards  the  State 
share  of  the  cost  of  the  Joint  State-Federal  water  supply  facilities;  $581 ,719  for  the  State  of  Califomia, 
Department  of  Water  Resources,  for  the  San  Luis  Dam  Slide  repairs;  and  $1 ,641 ,741  for  the  State  of 
Califomia,  Department  of  Pari<s  and  Recreation,  for  recreation  facilities  at  the  B.F.  Sisk  San  Luis 
Reservoir,  Los  Banos  Creek  Detention  Dam.  San  Luis  Canal,  and  O'Nelll  Forebay  recreation  sites. 

4/  Rounding. 

5/  Further  analysis  of  the  amounts  shown  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification  revealed  the  following: 
The  $12,754,000  shown  for  Safety  of  Dams  construction  activities  at  O'Nelll  Forebay  Dam  was  Included 
in  the  Safety  of  Dams  program  and  should  not  have  been  included  in  the  adjustments  to  the  cost  of  this 
the  San  Luis  Unit.   Costs  of  replacements  and  additions  completed  by  the  Department  of  Energy  have 
been  updated  and  included  in  a  separate  budget  document  submitted  by  that  agency.   Cun-ent 
estimates  of  interest  during  construction  for  Department  of  Energy  replacements  and  additions  are 
Included  in  a  separate  document  prepared  by  that  agency.  The  transfer  of  $8,382,000  for  the  cost  of  the 
Inlet  to  Pacheco  Tunnel  buBt  concun-ently  wrtth  the  San  Luis  Reservoir  (using  funds  allotted  to  the  San 
Luis  Unit)  should  be  shovwi  in  the  Net  Property  and  Other  Transfers  -  Federal  Participation  as  a  transfer 
to  the  San  Felipe  Division.  The  $2,653,002  cost  of  a  50-year  power  wheeling  agreement  with  the  Pacific 
Gas  and  Bectric  Company  sfiould  be  shown  in  the  Net  Property  and  Other  Transfers  -  Federal 
ParttelpatkMi  as  a  transfer  to  the  Department  of  Energy. 
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San  Luis  Unit 


Project  Cost  Allocation 

Allocation  FY  1995  estimate  FY  1996  estimate 

Irrigation  $1,482,842,000  $1,206,281,000 

Municipal  and  Industrial  water  24,645,000  197,521,000  1/ 

Recreation  3,476,000  7.120.000  2/ 

Fish  and  wildlife  0  129,290.000  3/ 

Flood  control  2.578.000  75.595.000  4/ 

Non-Federal  Share  278.062.000  5/                                           0  6/ 

Other  14.533.000  7/                            220,206.000  8/ 

Total  $1,806,136,000  $1,836,013,000 

jy  Increase  In  repayment  ot)ligation  reflects  the  fact  that  smaller  deficiencies  were  applied  to  M&l  water 
use  than  to  irrigation  as  an  Interim  response  to  the  reallocations  of  project  water  supplies  directed  by 
Tide  XXXIV  of  Public  Law  102-575,  Redamation  Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act  of  1992. 
October  30.  1992. 

2/  Represents  the  full  cost  of  the  recreation  facflitles  at  B.F.  SIsk  San  Luis  Reservoir.  Los  Banos 
Reservoir,  San  Luis  Canal,  and  O'Nell  Forebay.  Amount  shown  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification 
represented  only  the  Federal  share  of  the  costs  of  the  recreation  facilities  installed  at  these  sites. 

^  Represents  San  Luis  Unit's  share  of  the  total  authorized  project  cost  allocated  to  the  total  fish  and 
widllfe  purpose  urxjer  the  operational  and  financial  Integration  provision  of  the  project  authorization. 

4/  Represents  San  Luis  Unit's  share  of  the  total  authorized  project  cost  allocated  to  the  total  flood 
control  purpose  under  the  operational  and  financial  Integration  provision  of  the  project  authorization. 

^  Includes  $269,952,000  for  State  of  Callfomia.  Department  of  Water  Resources,  share  of  total  cost  of 
constructing  Joint  State-Federal  facilities;  and  $8,110,000  for  construction  charges  payable  by  Westlands 
Water  District  under  Contact  No.  14-06-200-2020A  dated  April  1.  1965,  for  that  portion  of  the  Westlands 
Distribution  System  used  to  deliver  project  water  supplies  to  the  LeMoore  Naval  Air  Station.  As  provided 
for  by  Section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  10.  1972  (Public  Law  92-378).  agricultural  and  grazing  lease 
revenues  from  lands  of  the  I^Moore  Naval  Air  Station  are  t>eing  used  to  provide  repayment  to  the  United 
States  of  construction  charges  attributable  to  such  lands  which  would  have  been  applicatile  is  such 
iarxls  were  not  owned  by  the  Federal  Government 

£/  included  below  in  tfie  costs  allocated  to  the  Other  line  item. 

7/  Includes  $1 .439.000  for  waterfowl  conservation,  $862,000  for  wildlife  refuges  water  supplies.  $7,000 
for  preservation  of  historical  and  arcfiaeological  data;  $1,384,000  for  highway  improvements;  arxj. 
$10,841,000  for  safety  of  dams. 

£/  Includes  $212,261,000  for  State  sftare  of  San  Luis  Unit;  $7,000  for  preservation  of  archaeological, 
historical  and  cultural  data;  $1 .383.000  for  highway  improvements;  and.  $6,555,000  for  safety  of  dams. 
in  FY  1995  Budget  Justification,  the  State  share  of  the  San  Luis  Unit  amount  was  included  in  tfie  costs 
allocated  to  ttie  NorvFederal  share  line  item. 


Construction  - 167 


501 


$an  Luis  Unit 


Cott  allocation 

methodology  The  operational  and  financial  Integration  provision  of  the  Central  Valley  Project 

authorization  requires  that  the  cost  allocation,  ratesetting  and  repayment  studies 
be  performed  for  the  total  project  rather  than  for  individual  divisions  and  units. 
In  response  to  congressional  requests  for  information  on  Irxjividual  divisions  and 
units,  pro  rata  sliares  of  the  cost  allocation  for  the  total  authorized  project  are 
shown  for  the  individual  divisions  and  units.  Thus,  the  pro  rata  share  of  the 
project  cost  Eillocatlon  shown  for  this  division  will  change  each  time  there  is  a 
change  In  the  total  estimated  cost  of  the  authorized  Central  Valley  Project. 

The  net  increase  in  the  total  cost  to  be  allocated  of  $29,877,000  Includes 
Increases  of  $16,600,000  for  Controlled  River  Drainage  (CRD)  drain  water 
control  facilities,  $14,000,000  for  CRD  drain  extension,  $11,212,000  for  indexing 
to  October  1995  projected  prices,  $2,757,000  for  source  control  projects, 
$1 ,200,000  for  CRD  monitoring  systems  and  facilities,  $79,091  for  the  long-term 
drainage  plan,  $65,305  for  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  drainage  program,  $8,125  for 
revaluation  of  contingency  requirements,  and  $407  for  minor  adjustments:  arKJ 
decreases  of  $12,754,000  for  Safety  of  Dams  construction  activities  at  O'Neill 
Dam,  $2,699,263  for  replacement  and  additions  by  the  Department  of  Energy, 
$572,898  for  real-time  drainage  program,  $10,985  for  cleanup  of  Kesterson 
Reservoir,  $7,691  for  reimbursable  interest  during  construction,  and  $91  for 
rounding. 
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San  Luis  Unit 


Projsct  Repayment 

RetMild  bv  Amount 

Irrigators  $1,206,281,000 

PowerJL/  0 

IM&I  water  users  197.521.000 

State  and  local  entities  2/  219,782.000 

Nonrelmbursat)le3/4/  212.429.000 

Total  $1,836,013,000 


\J  Current  estinruite  of  total  power  revenue  assistance  requirement  for  the  irrigation  water  service 
contractors  located  in  the  San  Luis  Unit  service  area.   Previous  estimate  was  invalidated  by  the  interim 
response  to  the  reallocations  of  project  water  supplies  directed  by  Title  XXXIV  of  Public  Law  102-575, 
Reclamation  Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act  of  1992.  October  30,  1992.  An  ability  to  pay 
study  will  have  to  be  made  to  reflect  the  impact  of  deficiencies  applied  to  the  project  water  supplies 
avaHat)le  for  delivery  to  the  San  Luis  Unit. 

2/  Includes  $3,916,000  for  the  State  of  Califomia,  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  share  of  the 
costs  of  recreation  facilities  at  B.F.  Sisk  San  Luis  Reservoir,  Los  Banos  Reservoir,  San  Luis  Canal,  and 
O'Neiii  Forebay;  $212,261,000  for  the  State  of  Califomia,  Department  of  Water  Resources,  share  of  the 
Joint  State-Federal  water  facilities,  under  Section  10(b)  of  Federal-State  Contract  No.  14-06-200-9755. 
December  31,  1961,  and  Sections  9(d)  and  30  of  Contract  No.  14-06-200-9755  Supplement  No.  1;  and, 
$3,605,000  for  State  of  Califomia  share  of  the  Safety  of  Dams  program  activities  at  B.F.  Sisk  San  Luis 
Dam.  Los  Banos  Creek  Detention  Dam  and  O'Neill  Forebay  Dam,  under  Federal-State  Contract  No.  14- 
06-200-9755,  December  31,  1961. 

3/  Includes  $3,204,000  for  recreation;  $129,290,000  for  fish  and  wildlife;  $75,595,000  for  flood  control; 
$7,000  for  preservation  of  historical  and  archaeological  data  under  Public  Law  86-523;  $1,383,000  for 
incremental  costs  of  improving  existing  roads  to  higher  standards  required  for  project  construction 
(Public  Law  87-874);  and,  $2,950,000  for  Federal  share  of  the  Safety  of  Dams  program  activities  at  B.F. 
Sisk  San  Luis  Dam,  Los  Banos  Creek  Detention  Dam  and  O'Neiii  Forebay  Dam  under  the  Reclamation 
Safety  of  Dams  Act  of  1978,  November  2,  1978  (Public  Law  95-578),  as  amended  in  1984  by  Public  Law 
98-404. 

4/  Detail  showm  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification  for  wildlife  refuge  water  supply  and  waterfowl 
conservation  are  included  in  the  total  fish  and  wildlife  amount  in  footnote  3/. 

Status  of  repayment 

contract  Contracts  were  executed  with  Westlands  Water  District  on  June  5,  1963,  and 

April  1,  1965,  txjth  subject  to  amendment  for  service  to  a  larger  area. 

The  existing  1965  repayment  contract  with  the  Westlands  Water  District  covers 
expenditures  up  to  $1 57,048,000.  The  Districts  Board  of  Directors  has  also 
adopted  a  resolution  pledging  to  repay  costs  of  work  authorized  under  Public 
Law  95-46  covering  an  additional  $30,140,000    Negotiations  for  repayment  of  all 
costs  under  Public  Ijiw  95-46  were  completed  in  December  1986,  as  part  of  the 
stipulation  for  the  compromised  settlement,  commonly  known  as  the  'Barcellos 
Judgment". 
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San  Luis  Unit 


On  December  30,  1986,  the  United  States  District  Court  In  and  for  the  Eastern 
District  cf  Callfomla  entered  a  Judgment  In  the  Westlands  Water  District's  lawsuit 
and  another  lawsuit  which  had  been  partially  consolidated  with  the  District's 
lawsuit,  thereby  resolving  Redaniatlon's  repayment  contract   Upon  completion 
of  the  necessary  environmental  documentation,  and  conclusion  of  the  Contra 
Costa  litigation.  Reclamation  will  resume  negotiations  of  a  long-term  contract  to 
provide  an  additional  250,000  acre-feet  of  water  each  year  to  the  District. 
Negotiations  for  supplerrtental  or  amendatory  repayment  contract  wfll  be 
Initiated  after  the  drainage  needs  and  solutions  have  tieen  identified.  The 
discovery  of  high  concentrations  of  selenium  arxj  other  trace  elements  in  the 
San  Lxils  Drain  arxj  Kesterson  Reservoir  necessitated  expanding  studies  to 
Identify  alternative  drainage  solutions. 


Irrtgatlon  Investment 
par  acre 


Statu*  of  NEPA 
compliance 


irrigation  Investment  Is  to  t)e  repaid  from  water  and  power  revenues  collected  at 
the  project  level  In  compliance  with  the  operationally  and  financially  Integrated 
project  provision  included  in  the  project  authorization.   Each  division  and  unit  is 
part  of  tfie  total  project;  some  of  the  divisions  develop  water  supplies  and  the 
other  divisions  and  units  deliver  those  water  supplies,   inigation  investment  data 
for  the  total  authorized  Central  Valley  Project  are  shown  on  the  documents  for 
the  CVP,  Miscellaneous  Project  Programs  (page  145). 


A  projectwide  environmental  statement  was  filed  with  the  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  October  4,  1972.  A  draft  supplement  to  the  final  was  filed 
with  the  Cound  on  Environmental  Quality  July  30,  1979.  A  draft  environmental 
statement  for  cleanup  and  closure  of  the  San  Luis  Drain  and  Kesterson 
Reservoir  was  fled  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  April  30,  1986; 
Anal  filed  October  20,  1986.  A  draft  environmental  statement  on  a  plan 
developed  as  a  result  of  the  Barcellos  Judgment,  was  filed  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  December  20,  1991.  This  plan  was  not 
accepted  as  complying  with  the  Barcellos  Judgement,  and  It  Is  still 
undetermined  If  and  wtien  the  final  environmental  statement  will  be  filed. 

Other  Information         Because  of  the  need  for  additional  appropriation  cost  ceiling.  Public  Law  95-46 
authorized  $31,050,000  to  be  appropriated  in  FY  1978  for  continuation  of 
constmction  of  the  Westlands  Water  District  and  San  Luis  Water  District 
Distribution  System  and  the  San  Luis  Drain.  On  July  19,  1982,  the  Comptroller 
General  Issued  decision  B- 198221  which  stated  that  Public  Law  95-46  funds 
were  appropriated  for  obligation  only  in  FY  1978.  Section  140  of  Putillc 
Law  97-377,  approved  December  21.  1982.  provides  that  Public  Law  95-46 
funds  are  henceforth  available  untR  expended.   On  June  17.  1986,  the  Solicitor 
Issued  Solicitors  Opinion  M-36901  (Supplemental  No.  1)  which  detennlned  that 
the  San  Luis  Drain  can  be  constructed  under  the  indexed  cost  ceiling  In  the 
San  Luis  Unit  authorization  act  of  June  3,  1960,  Putilic  Law  86-488,  and  further 
held  that  more  than  500,000  acres  could  be  served  from  the  unit. 

On  December  30,  1986,  the  United  States  District  Court,  in  and  for  the  Eastern 
District  of  Callfomla  errtered  a  Judgment  In  a  lawsuit  which  resolves 
Reclamations  contract  disputes  with  the  Westlands  Water  District  concerning 
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the  anrKXint  of  Central  Valley  Project  water  to  which  the  District  is  entitled 
through  December  31 ,  2008.  and  the  rates  it  must  pay  for  that  water.   In 
addition,  on  Novemtwr  26,  1975,  a  lawsuit  was  filed  by  the  Contra  Costa  Water 
District  requesting  ttiat  the  United  States  be  enjoined  from  executing  a 
proposed  amendatory  water  service  contract  with  Westlands  Water  District  until 
the  provisions  of  Public  Law  91-190  (National  Environmental  Policy  Act)  had 
t)een  complied  with.  A  stipulation  entered  Into  by  the  United  States  in  the 
lawsuit  required  the  completion  of  a  supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  on  the  amendatory  water  service  contract  by  December  31.  1986.  but 
the  parties  to  tf»t  lawsuit  are  still  negotiating  a  further  amendment  of  that 
stipulation. 

The  discovery  of  high  concentrations  of  selenium  and  other  trace  elements  in 
the  San  Luis  Drain  and  Kesterson  Reservoir  necessitated  studies  t>e  conducted 
to  develop  and  evaluate  economically  vialsle  and  environmentally  sound 
alternatives  for  the  containment  and/or  treatment  and  disposal  of  subsurface 
drainage  water,  for  both  an  interim  and  permanent  solution.   On  February  5. 
1985,  the  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  directed  Reclamation  to  submit 
a  plan  detailing  actions  to  dean  up  Kesterson  Reservoir  arxj  to  protect  the 
wiidiife  of  the  area  and  waters  of  the  State.  On  July  6,  1988,  a  contract  was 
awarded  to  Dutra  Construction  to  fill  the  ephemeral  pool  areas.  This  contract 
was  sut}Stantially  completed  on  November  16,  1988.  A  monitoring/evaluation 
program  continues  at  Kesterson  Reservoir  under  the  Operation  and 
Maintenance  program. 

The  Arroyo  Pasajero,  located  In  Fresno  County,  Is  a  dry  wash  which  drains  the 
four  streams  of  the  Coalinga  stream  group.  Flood  waters  from  the  stream 
group  travel  to  the  San  Luis  Canal  where  they  are  ponded.  Large 
concentrations  of  asbestos  have  been  discovered  within  the  flood  waters  and 
sediments  of  the  ponding  area  originating  from  naturally  erosive  deposits  in  the 
upper  watershed  and  from  at)andoned  asbestos  mines  which  are  currently  listed 
on  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  Superfund  List.  When  the  ponding 
area  dries  out  after  a  flood,  the  presence  of  asbestos  presents  a  hazard  of 
becoming  airtxiroe  during  fanning  operations  and  fi-om  natural  wind  patterns.  A 
feasibility  study  is  cun'ently  being  conducted  jointly  with  the  Callfomia 
Department  of  Water  Resources,  with  55  percent  State  and  45  percent  Federal 
funding.  The  draft  feasibility  report  was  completed  in  March  1990.  The  final 
feasibility  report  is  scheduled  to  be  finalized  in  October  1996. 

in  1986,  a  U.S.  District  Court  judgment  settled  a  lawsuit  k)etween  Westlands 
Water  District  (Westlands),  Reclamation,  and  various  classes  of  landovmers  and 
water  users  in  Westlands.  Among  other  things,  the  judgment  deals  with  the 
supply  of  water  to  Westlands,  the  distribution  of  that  water  to  lands  within 
Westlands,  and  the  provision  of  drainage  service  to  Westlands.  The  judgment  Is 
commonly  called  the  Barcelios  Judgment  As  stipulated  In  the  judgment,  the 
Federal  parties  submitted  to  Westlands  Water  District  a  draft  plan  for  drainage 
sendee  before  Decemt>er  31,  1991.  On  May  29,  1992,  U.S.  District  Court  Judge 
Wanger  determined  that  the  drainage  plan  dkj  not  meet  the  specifications  stated 
in  the  Barcelios  Judgement  and  ordered  that  all  monies  deposited  into  the 
Drainage  Trust  Fund  be  released  and  refunded  by  the  Trustee  to  the  Westlands 
Water  District  and  other  landowners. 
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Appropriation  ceiling 


Vtork  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


In  eariy  1992.  landowners  In  Westlands  Water  District  and  Westlands  Water 
District  Itself  again  filed  a  lawsuit  against  tiie  United  States  for  failure  to  provide 
drainage.  Tlnis  action  iias  come  to  be  refen-ed  to  as  tiie  "Sumner-Pecl<" 
litigation.  Tlw  case  was  partially  consolidated  witii  anofiier  lawsuit  brougtit  by 
two  downslope  exciiange  contractors,  Flrebaugii  Canal  Company  and  Central 
Callfomia  Inlgation  District,  wtiich  claims  damages  from  failure  to  provide 
drainage  upslope  In  tiie  San  Luis  Unit.   In  May  1993,  U.S.  District  Court  Judge 
Wanger  granted  a  motion  for  partial  summary  judgement  stating  tiiat  tiie 
Secretary  of  tiie  Interior  has  an  obligation  to  provide  drainage  as  specified  In 
the  San  Luis  Act.   In  December  1994,  following  a  first  phase  trial.  Judge  Wanger 
entered  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  stating  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  obligation  has  not  been  excused,  either  factually  or  legally,  and  failure 
to  complete  the  San  Luis  Drain  constitutes  agency  action  unlawfully  withheld. 
An  Injunctive  onjer  directing  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  take  all  reasonable 
and  necessary  actions  to  complete  the  San  Luis  Drain  is  expected  to  be 
forthcoming. 

Appropriations  authorized  for  the  Federal  and  joint-use  facilities  are 
$599,251,000  (October  1995).  The  comparable  Federal  obligation  Is 
$1,570,372,000,  which  exceeds  the  celling  by  more  than  the  amount  of 
contingencies  Included  In  the  obligation.  Appropriate  congressional  committees 
will  be  advised  of  the  cefling  status  for  this  portion  of  the  project.   Legislation  to 
provide  additional  appropriation  celling  would  be  needed  to  complete  the 
project  as  authorized.  Current  commitments  will  be  held  within  the  existing 
celling. 

Appropriations  authorized  for  the  San  Luis  Unit  Distribution  and  Drainage 
System  are  $252,970,311.  The  comparable  Federal  obligation  Is  $343,651,171 
(Including  $13,640,951  Loan  Program  funds  provided  to  the  San  Luis  Water 
District),  which  exceeds  the  celling  by  more  than  the  amount  of  contingencies 
Included  In  the  otjilgatlon.  Appropriate  congressional  committees  have  been 
advised  of  the  ceBIng  status  for  this  portion  of  the  project.   Legislation  to 
provide  additional  appropriation  ceiling  Is  needed  to  complete  the  project  as 
authorized.   Cun-ent  commitments  will  be  held  within  the  existing  celling. 


CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM  -  Continue  to  sustain  Reclamation's  Involvement 
and  commitments  with  respect  to  drainage  problems  in  the  San  Luis  Unit. 

Joint-Use  Facilities  -  Coordination  activities  with  the  State  of  Callfomia  for 
Arroyo  Pasajero  will  continue.  $  500,000 

Federal  FacilHies  -  Development  and  Implementation  of  drainage  reduction  and 
management  activities  will  continue.  $  575,000 


Non-Federal  participation 
Total  request 


$-275.000 
$800,000 
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Central  Valley  Project 
Shasta  Division 

California 


Location  This  division  is  iocated  in  Shasta  County  In  northeastern  Califomia. 

Description  As  an  Integral  part  61  the  Central  Valley  Project,  this  division  develops  water  and 

power  supplies  for  delivery  to  users  iocated  in  the  Shasta  division  service  area 
and  elsewtiere  in  the  Central  Valley  Project  service  area.  The  Shasta  division 
provides  supplemental  irrigation  service  to  499,694^  acres  and  10,710  acre-feet 
annually  for  municipal  arxj  industrial  use  in  the  division  service  area,  generates 
614,000  IcRowatts  of  hydropower,  and  provides  fish  and  wildlife  arvj  flood 
control  berwfits. 

Authorization  Emergency  Relief  Appropriation  Act  of  1935,  April  8,  1935.  The  Central  Valley 

Project  was  auttiorized  by  a  finding  of  feasibility  by  the  Secretary  of  the  interior, 
and  approved  by  the  President  on  December  2,  1935;  Public  i^w  392,  Rivers 
and  Hartx>rs  Acts  of  1937,  August  26,  1937;  Public  1-aw  868,  Rivers  and  Harbors 
Act  of  1940,  October  17,  1940;  Public  Law  99-546,  Coordinated  Operations 
Agreement.  Suisun  Marsh  Preservation  Agreement  and  Small  Reclamation 
Projects  Act  of  1986.  October  27,  1986;  and  Public  Law  102-575.  Reclamation 
Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act  of  1992,  October  30.  1992. 

Land  certification  Not  applicable. 

Definite  plan  report       To  be  completed  as  required. 


Benefit  cost  ratio 
as  of  October  1,  1995 


Completion  data 


Data  are  nonexistent  for  use  in  calculating  a  benefit-cost  ratio  for  construction 
activities  authorized  prior  to  the  passage  of  Public  Law  102-575.   For  those 
work  activities  authorized  under  Public  Law  102-575,  a  benefit-cost 
determination  is  not  required. 

As  of  September  30,  1994,  the  Shasta  Division  was  74  percent  complete. 
Completed  and  operational  major  features  include:   Shasta  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Keswick  Dam  arxJ  Reservoir,  and  Shasta  and  Keswick  Powerplants  arvJ 
Switchyards. 


1/    Number  was  updated  to  reflect  ttie  acreage  figure  included  in  the  most  recent  Redamatton  Crop 
Production  Report. 
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Total  Federal  ot)ligatlonsJL/ 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation 
NorvFederal  participation  2/ 

Adjustment  2/ 4/ 

Total  to  be  allocated 


Summarized  nnaneial  Data 

$307,829,000      Allotnients  to  9/30/94 
Allotments  for  FY  1995 

1,001      Aliotmerrts  to  date 
20,000.000      Allotments  for  FY  1996 


$327,830,000      Balance  to  complete 


$186,365,886 
28.201.000 

$214,566,886 
12.630,000 


$80,632,114 


XI  This  document  focuses  on  the  total  Federal  obligations  by  Reclamation  for  the  Shasta  Division.  Total 
Federal  obligations  for  the  Department  of  Energy  shown  In  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification  tiave  been 
updated  and  included  in  a  separate  budget  document  submitted  by  that  agency. 

2/  State  of  Callfomia  and/or  power  users  contributions  for  construction  of  Shasta  Temperature  Control 
Device. 

3/  Rounding. 

4/  Current  estimate  of  Interest  during  construction  for  Department  of  Energy  program  activities  is 
included  in  a  separate  document  prepared  by  that  agency. 
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Project  Cost  Allocation 

Aliocation  FY  1995  estimate  FY  1996  estimate 

Irrigation  $99,283,000  $102,566,000 

Power  70,508.000  34,588,000    \J 

Municipal  and  industrial  water  19,593,000  27,788,000 

Fish  and  wildlife  95.912,000  156!460,000 

Rood  control  34,523,000  6,428,000 

Navigation  2/  2.901.000                               0 

Total  $322,720,000  $327,830,000 

1/  Represents  Shasta  Division's  share  of  the  total  authorized  project  cost  allocated  to  the  preference 
power  users  under  the  operational  and  financial  Integration  provision  of  the  project  authorization. 
Previous  estimate  included  amounts  for  project  use  power  used  to  deliver  project  water  supplies  to  the 
imgation  and  municipal  and  Industrial  (M&l)  water  users;  current  estimates  of  project  use  power  costs 
are  included  In  the  total  of  the  costs  allocated  to  the  irrigation  and  M&l  water  supply  functions. 

2/  Previous  allocation  was  based  on  operation  of  project  in  support  of  the  commercial  barges  used  to 
transport  rice  from  the  growers  to  the  storage  elevators  located  downstream  in  Sacramento.   Because 
trucks  have 'replaced  the  barges,  there  has  been  no  need  for  the  project  to  be  operated  In  support  of  the 
navigation  purpose  since  1981 -the  first  year  of  the  50-year  project  repayment  period  defined  by  Public 
Law  99-546.  Therefore,  the  allocation  of  project  costs  to  the  navigation  purpose  has  been  discontinued. 

Cost  allocation 

methodology  The  operational  and  financial  integration  provision  of  the  Central  Valley  Project 

authorization  requires  that  the  cost  allocation,  ratesetting  and  repayment  studies 
be  performed  for  the  total  project  rather  than  for  individual  divisions  and  units. 
In  response  to  congressional  requests  for  Infonnatlon  on  individual  divisions 
and  units,  pro  rata  shares  of  the  cost  allocation  for  the  total  authorized  project 
are  shown  for  the  Individual  divisions  and  units.  Thus,  the  pro  rata  share  of  the 
project  cost  allocation  shown  for  this  division  will  change  each  time  there  Is  a 
change  In  the  total  estimated  cost  of  the  authorized  Central  Valley  Project. 

The  net  increase  in  the  total  cost  to  be  allocated  of  $5.1 10,000  Includes 
Increases  of  $7,572,742  for  contingency  requirements,  $1,305,000  for  indexing 
to  October  1995  price  levels,  $992,000  for  contract  reevaluatlon  for  rehabilitation 
of  the  Coleman  National  Fish  Hatchery,  $890,000  for  an  In-depth  review  of 
restoration  requirements  for  Oear  Creek,  $600,000  after  further  refinements  to 
the  Spawning  Gravel  Program,  $200,000  for  modifications  to  Keswick  Stilling 
Channel  to  meet  Biological  Opinion  Mandates,  and  $140,000  for  construction  of 
a  guard  statton  at  Shasta  Dam;  decreases  of  $300,000  for  microwave 
communicatk)ns  equipment,  $150,000  for  purchase  of  an  air  compressors,  and 
$258  for  rounding:  decrease  of  $6,140,000  for  deletion  of  reimbursable  interest 
during  constructksn. 
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Projsct  Repaynwnt 


Rppa'd»?Y 


Irrigators 
Power  users 
M&i  water  users 
State  of  California  1/ 
Nonreimbursable  2/  ^ 
Total 


AmoufTt 

$102,566,000 

34.588.000 

27,788,000 

34,554,000 

128.334.000 

$327,830,000 


jy  Represents  State  of  Califomia  share  of  costs  of  fish  and  wildlife  activities  authorized  under  the 
Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  (Public  L.aw  102-575),  as  follows:  $20,000,000  for  Shasta 
Temperature  Control  Device,  $6,923,000  for  Keswici<  Faculties  (Anderson-Cottonwood  Irrigation  District), 
and  $7,631,000  for  restoration  of  spawning  gravel  on  the  upper  Sacramento,  American,  and  Stanislaus 
Rivers.  This  represents  a  reduction  in  the  non-Federal  sfiare  of  the  total  program  costs  shown  In  the 
FY  1995  Budget  Justifications  for  the  State  of  Califomia  participation  in  the  Central  Valley  Project 
Improvement  Act  activities.  This  Is  the  result  of  an  analysis  of  the  cost-sharing  requirements  by 
Individual  program  activity. 

2/  Includes  $121,906,000  for  fish  and  wildlife,  and  $6,428,000  for  flood  control. 

3/  Detail  shown  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  fish  and  wildlife 
mitigation,  waterfowl  conservation,  and  wDdlife  refuge  water  supply  are  Included  in  the  total  fish  arxi 
wildlife  amount 


Status  of  repayment 
contract 


To  date,  four  contracts  for  water  service  have  been  executed. 


Irrigation  investment 
per  acre 


Statu*  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Irrigation  investment  Is  to  be  repaid  from  water  and  power  revenues  collected  at 
the  project  level  in  compliance  with  the  operationally  and  financially  integrated 
project  provision  included  in  the  project  authorization.   Each  division  and  unit  Is 
part  of  the  total  project;  some  of  the  divisions  develop  water  supplies  and  the 
other  divisions  and  units  deliver  those  water  supplies.  Irrigation  investment  data 
for  the  total  authorized  Central  Valley  Project  are  shown  on  the  documents  for 
the  CVP,  Miscellaneous  Project  Programs  (page  145). 


WDI  be  completed  as  required. 


Appropriation  ceiling     Not  appiicatrfe. 
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Shasta  Division 


Work  proposed 

tor  FY  1996  CONSTRUCTKM  PROGRAM 


Shasta  Temperature  Control  Device  -  Section  3406(b)(6).  Construction  of  the 
Shasta  Temperature  Control  Device  will  continue.  $  20,649,000 

Keswick  Facilities  -  Section  3406(b)(17).  Development  and  Implementation  o» 
a  program  to  resolve  tehery  passage  problems  at  the  Anderson-Cottonwood 
Irrigation  District  Diversion  dams  as  well  as  upstream  stranding  problems 
related  to  Its  operation  will  be  Initiated.  $      200,000 

Non-Federal  Participation  -  State  of  Cailfomia  contribution  for  Shasta 
Temperature  Control  Device.  \J  $-20.000.000 

Subtotal,  Regular  Construction  $      749  qq^ 

RESTORATION  FUND 

Shasta  Temperature  Control  Device  -  Section  3406(b)(6).  Construction  of  the 
Shasta  Temperature  Control  Device  virill  continue.  $  11,281,000 

Restoration  of  Spawning  Gravels  -  Section  3406(b)(l3).  A  program  will  be 
initiated  for  restoration  of  spawning  gravel  on  the  upper  Sacramento,  American, 
and  Stanislaus  Rivers.  A  program  will  be  developed  to  reestablish  meander 
belts  and  to  limit  bani<  protection  activities  to  avoid  and  reduce  habitat  loss. 

$       600.000 

Subtotal,  Restoration  Fund  $  11.881.000 

Total  request  ,  12,630,000 


1/  A  commitment  from  the  State  to  provide  these  funds  must  be  received  by 
March  31,  1995;  otherwise  Reclamation's  budget  request  will  need  to  tie 
adjusted.  A  list  of  offsets  in  the  FY  1996  budget  would  be  identified  for 
reduction  in  order  to  ensure  payment  of  contract  costs  incured  for  the 
Shasta  TCD. 
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Central  Valley  Project 
Trinity  River  Restoration  Program 

Califomla 


Location 


Description 


Authorization 


Land  certification 


This  division  is  located  In  Trinity  and  Humboldt  Counties  In  northwestern 
Califomla. 

An  Integral  part  of  the  Central  Valley  Project,  the  Trinity  Rh/er  Division  develops 
water  and  power  supplies  for  delivery  to  users  located  in  the  division  sen/ice 
area  and  elsewhere  In  the  Central  Valley  Project  service  area.  The  facilities 
constructed  under  the  original  Trinity  River  Act  provide  full  irrigation  service  to 
6,676  acres,  supplemental  water  service  to  7,121  acres  ^,  and  4,810  acre-feet 
annually  for  municipal  and  industrial  use  In  the  division  service  area;  and 
generation  of  397,350  kilowatts  of  hydroelectric  power.  The  purpose  of  the 
restoration  program  is  to  restore  the  fish  and  wildlife  populations  in  the  Trinity 
River  to  the  levels  approximating  those  which  existed  before  the  construction  of 
the  original  division  facilities. 

Public  Law  84-386,  August  12,  1955;  Public  Law  96-335,  September  4,  1980; 
Public  Law  98-541,  October  24,  1984;  and,  Public  Law  102-377,  October  2 
1992. 

None  required. 


Definite  plan  report        None  required. 


Benefit  cost  ratio 
as  of  October  1,  1995 


Completion  data 


A  benefit-cost  ratio  is  no  longer  available  for  the  Central  Valley  Project  or  any  of 
its  divisions  and  units.   Benefit  estimates  submitted  in  support  of  the 
authorization  of  the  original  project  features  are  out  of  date.  Continued 
Indexing  of  these  estimates  is  inappropriate,  and  can  be  misleading.  Benefit 
data  for  the  in-sen/ice  facilities  are  not  available  due  to  the  high  cost  of 
collecting  data.  Recent  additions  to  the  list  of  authorized  program  activities 
have  been  justified  on  the  basis  of  environmental  goals  rather  than  economic 
benefits.  For  that  reason,  benefit-cost  ratios  do  not  exist  for  fish  and  wildlife 
restoration  and  improvement  activities  authorized  since  the  enactment  of  the 
Trinity  River  Restoration  Act  (Public  Law  98-541.  October  24.  1984). 

Grass  Valley  Creek  (Buckhom)  Debris  Dam  was  completed  in  FY  1990.  Trinity 
River  Hatchery  Modification  completed  In  FY  1991.  As  of  September  30,  1994, 
the  restoration  program  is  99  percent  complete. 

A  decision  has  been  made  by  the  14  agency  members  of  the  Trinity  Task  Force 
to  seek  additional  authority  and  cost  ceiling  In  order  to  complete  necessary 
restoration  activities. 


1/    Number  was  changed  to  reflect  the  acreage  figure  Included  in  the  most  recent  Reclamation  Crop 
Productton  Report 
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Total  Federal  oliligationsl/ 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation 
Non-Federal  participation 

Adjustment  2/ 3/ 

Total  to  be  allocated 


Summarized  Financial  Data 

$329,743,000      Allotments  to  9/30/94 
Allotments  for  FY  1995 

1 ,31 8.696      Allotments  to  date 

0      Allotments  for  FY  1996 

304 


$331 ,062.000      Balance  to  complete 


$302,100,396 
4.295.000 

$306,395,396 
5,067.000 


$  18,280,604 


1  /  This  document  focuses  on  the  total  Federal  obligations  by  Reclamation  for  the  Trinrty  River  DMsion 
i^nd  TriniW  RK/^Restoration  Program.  Total  Federal  obligations  for  the  Trinrty  B.ver  DMS.on  by  the 
oXartmentoi  Energy  shown  in  The  FY  1995  Budget  Justification  have  been  updated  and  Included  in  a 
separate  budget  document  submitted  by  that  agency. 

2/  Rounding. 

3/  Reimbursable  Interest  during  constmctlon  cost  estimate  shown  for  Reclamation  program  costs  in  the 
FY  r^^BuS  jStSion  is  included  In  the  Allotments  to  date  amount  shown  for  the  opera«ng 
omieT  Cun-errt  estimate  of  interest  during  constmctlon  on  remaining  Reclamation  program  cos^s  is  not 
Suited  rflreactitL  until  specific  constmctlon  wort<  is  identmed.  Current  estimate  of  Interest 
SrinTc^nslcTon  ,0?  Department  d  Energy  program  actK^ities  is  included  in  a  separate  document 
prepared  by  that  agency. 


Allocation 

Inigation 
Power 

Municipal  and  Industrial  water 
Recreation 
Fish  and  wildlife 
Rood  control 
Navigation 
Non-Federal  Share 
Totel 


Project  Cost  Allocation 

FY  1995  estimate 

$101,945,000 

169.214,000 

19,996,000 

611,000 

41,221,000   1/ 

16,544,000 

1,542,000 

13.760.000    4/ 

$364,833,000 


FY  1996  estimate 


$145,435,000 

49,045,000 

39,402,000 

611,000 

87,455,000 

2/ 

9,114,000 

0 

3/ 

0 

5/ 

$331,062,000 


1/  includes  $2,412,000  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  $36,847,000  for  flsh  and  wildlife  mitigation. 
$509,000  for  refuge  water  supplies,  and  $1,453,000  for  waterfowl  consen^ation. 

2/  Represents  total  allocation  of  costs  to  fish  and  wildlife  purpose  Including  amounts  allocated  to 
related  line  items  shown  separately  In  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification. 
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trucks  have  replaced  the  barges,  there  has  been  no  need  for  the  project  to  be  operated  in  support  of  the 
navigation  purpose  since  1981  -  the  first  year  of  the  50-year  project  repayment  period  defined  by  PuWIc 
Law  99-546.  Therefore,  the  allocation  of  project  costs  to  the  navigation  purpose  has  been  discontinued. 

4/  The  State  of  Califomia  and  the  counties  of  Humboldt  and  Trinity  in  California  wfll  pay  to  the  Treasury 
of  the  United  States  an  amount  equal  to  15  percent  of  the  total  amount  of  money  that  is  expended  for 
carrying  out  Grass  Valley  Creek  activities,  under  Section  4(b)  of  the  Act  of  October  24,  1984  (Public  law 
98-541).  The  amount  shown  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justification  is  a  repayment  obligation  and  has  been 
allocated  to  the  fish  and  wildlife  purpose. 

5/  Updated  amount  is  included  above  in  allocation  of  costs  to  fish  and  wildlife  purpose  and  below  in 
amount  to  be  repaW  by  the  State  and  local  entities. 

Cost  allocation  o    .  _ 

methodology  The  operational  and  financial  integration  provision  of  the  Central  Valley  Project 

authorization  requires  that  the  cost  allocation,  ratesetting  and  repayment  studies 
be  performed  for  the  total  project  rather  than  for  individual  divisions  and  units. 
In  response  to  congressional  requests  for  infomnation  on  individual  divisions 
and  units,  pro  rata  shares  of  the  cost  allocation  for  the  total  authorized  project 
are  shown  for  the  individual  divisions  and  units.  Thus,  the  pro  rata  share  of  the 
project  cost  allocation  shown  for  this  division  will  change  each  time  there  is  a 
change  in  the  total  estimated  cost  of  the  authorized  Central  Valley  Project. 

The  net  decrease  in  the  total  cost  to  be  allocated  of  $33,771,000  includes 
increases  of  $6,251,589  for  Buckhom  Debris  Dam.  $16,399,368  for  Trinity  River 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Management  Program,  and  $257  for  Trinity  Hatchery 
Modification;  and  decreases  of  $46,129,000  for  Department  of  Energy 
obligations,  $10,293,000  for  reimbursable  interest  during  constnjction.  and  $214 
for  rounding. 
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Project  Repayment 


Repaid  by 


Irrigators 
Power  users 
M&i  water  users 
State  and  local  entities!/ 
Nonreimbursable  2/ 
Total 


Amount 

$145,435,000 

49.045,000 

39,402,000 

5,322,000 

91 .858.000 

$331,062,000 


1/  The  State  of  Caltfomla  and  the  counties  of  Humboldt  and  Trinity  in  California  will  pay  to  the  Treasury 
df  the  United  States  an  amount  equal  to  15  percent  of  the  total  amount  of  money  that  is  expended  for 
carrying  out  Grass  Valley  Creek  activities,  under  Section  4(b)  of  the  Act  of  October  24,  1984  (Public  Law 
98-541). 

2/  Includes  $611,000  for  recreation,  $82,133,000  for  fish  and  wildlife,  and  $9,114,000  for  flood  control. 
Amount  shown  for  fish  and  wildlife  includes  costs  of  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation,  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement,  wildlife  refuge  water  supply,  waterfowl  conservation  activities,  and  an  allocated  share  of 
the  remaining  joint  costs  of  the  total  authorized  project 


Status  of  repayment 
contract 


Irrigation  investment 
per  acre 


The  State  of  Califomia  and  Trinity  and  Humboldt  Counties  have  agreed  to  repay 
15  percent  of  amounts  appropriated  for  Grass  Valley  Creek  activities.  The  State 
of  Califomia  provided  repayment  assurance  on  September  1.  1985. 

Fifty  percent  of  appropriated  amounts  are  being  repaid  by  water  and  power 
users  of  the  Central  Valley  Project  water  via  existing  or  future  water  service 
contracts. 

Repayment  obligations  shown  above  for  irrigators,  power  users,  and  municipal 
and  industrial  water  users  include  provisions  for  repayment  of  the  restoration 
program,  as  directed  by  the  Act  of  October  24.  1984  (Public  Law  98-541). 

Irrigation  investment  Is  to  be  repaid  from  water  and  power  revenues  collected  at 
the  project  level  in  compliance  with  the  operationally  and  financially  integrated 
project  provision  included  in  the  project  authorization.   Each  division  and  unit  is 
part  of  the  total  project;  some  of  the  divisions  develop  water  supplies  and  the 
other  divisions  and  units  deliver  those  water  supplies.   Imgation  investment  data 
for  the  total  authorized  Central  Valley  Project  are  shown  on  the  documents  for 
the  CVP,  Miscellaneous  Project  Programs  (page  145). 


Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Other  information 


Buckhom  Debris  Dam  Rnal  Environmental  Statement  was  filed  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  August  18,  1986.  A  Categorical  Exclusion 
checklist  for  the  Trinity  Fish  Hatchery  was  completed  on  October  6.  1983. 

Public  Uw  84-386  authorized  the  constmction  of  Trinity  River  Division.   Public 
Law  96-335  authorized  constmction  of  sediment  control  facilities  on  Grass 
Valley  Creek  a  tributary  to  the  Trinity  River,  which  includes  Buckhom  debris 


Construction  - 184 


517 


Trinity  River  Restoration 


dam  and  a  sand  dredging  system.   Public  l-aw  98-541  authorized  the  Trinity 
River  Fish  and  Wildlife  Management  Program.  This  program  is  to  provide  for 
the  restoration  of  the  fish  and  wildlife  In  the  Trinity  River  Basin.   Public  Law 
98-541  also  set  forth  cost-sharing  stipulations  for  the  management  program  and 
included  Grass  Valley  Creek  activities  In  the  cost-sharing  thereby  amending 
Public  l-aw  96-335  which  provided  that  all  costs  for  construction  of  the  debris 
dam  would  be  nonreimbursable.   Public  Law  102-377  increased  the  Trinity  River 
Restoration  Program  celling  by  $15,000,000. 

Appropriation  ceiling     Appropriations  authorized  (Public  Law  84-386,  Public  Law  96-335,  Public  Law 
98-541,  and  Public  Law  102-377)  are  $345,702,640  (October  1995).  Cun'ently, 
Trinity  River  Division,  Grass  Valley  Creel<,  and  Trinity  River  Basin  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Management  program  are  under  separate  appropriation  ceilings. 
Expenditures  for  work  related  to  the  Trinity  River  Division  and  Grass  Valley 
Creek  will  not  exceed  their  authorized  appropriation  ceilings. 

The  separate  authorized  appropriation  ceiling  for  the  Trinity  River  Basin  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Program  is  $67,480,000  (October  1995).  This  authorization  for 
appropriations  expires  on  October  1 ,  1 995.  Authorizing  legislation  will  be 
proposed  to  support  the  FY  1996  Budget  request  for  the  Trinity  River 
Restoration  Program.  The  legislative  proposal  would  extend  the  expiration  date 
and  increase  the  authorized  appropriation  ceiling  for  the  Trinity  River  Basin  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Management  Program. 


Work  Proposed 
for  FY  1996 


CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 

Grass  Valley  Creek  Area  -  The  stabilization  of  decomposed  granitic  materials 
at  will  continue.  $1,800,000 

Trinity  River  Fish  and  Wildlife  Management  Plan  -  An  interagency  agreement 
with  the  Hoopa  Valley  Indian  Tribe  to  continue  their  association  with  the 
Cooperative  for  Comprehensive  Fisheries  Management  will  be  implemented. 
This  agreement  will  provide  the  resources  necessary  for  the  Tribe  to  continue  to 
receive  meeting  reports  and  annual  trust  evaluations,  and  to  prepare  a  final 
report  which  will  consolidate  the  numerous  efforts  to  restore  anadromous  fish 
populations  on  the  Trinity  and  Klamath  Rivers.   Construction  activities  will  be 
completed  for  rehabilitation  of  the  main  river,  tributaries,  watersheds,  and 
wildlife  habitat.  $3,222,000 

Trinity  River  Hatchery  Evaluation  -  The  evaluation  of  the  Trinity  Hatchery  to 
determine  the  effectiveness,  operation  and  product  of  the  Trinity  River  Hatchery 
steelhead  production  will  continue.  $     4S.000 


Total  request 


$5,067,000 
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Location 


Description 


Authorization 
Land  certification 
Definite  plan  report 


Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project 
TlUei  Division 

Arizona,  Callfomia 

This  project  Is  located  In  southwestern  Arizona  In  Yuma  County  and  in 
southeastern  Callfomia  in  Imperial  County. 

The  project  Is  for  the  enhancement  and  protection  of  the  quality  of  water 
available  In  the  Colorado  River  for  the  United  States  and  the  Reputrfic  of  Mexico 
arKJ  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  Minute  No.  242  approved  August  30, 
1973  under  the  1944  Treaty  with  Mexico.   Fish  and  wildlife  mitigation  measures 
wll  t>e  provided. 

Public  Law  93-320,  June  24,  1974;  Public  Law  96-336.  September  4,  1980. 

None  required. 

Desalting  Complex  Unit  Status  Report  submitted  November  1977;  Coachella 
Canal  Unit  Definite  Plan  Report  approved  May  30,  1979;  Protective  and 
Regulatory  Pumping  Unit  Definite  Plan  Report  approved  May  5,  1980.  The 
Commissioner  approved  a  special  report  on  Reject  Stream  Replacement 
Studies  June  24,  1980. 


Benefit  cost  ratio 
as  of  October  1,  1995 


Completion  data 


Assessment  of  full  beneficial  Impact  of  improving  water  quality  as  a  result  of  this 
authorized  project  lias  not  been  made.  Agreements  with  the  Mexican 
Government  concerning  salinity  control  in  the  Colorado  River  and  Public  l-aw 
93-320  authorizing  Title  I  and  Title  li  activities  are  based  upon  social  and 
pollticai  justifications. 

As  of  September  30,  1994,  this  project  was  92  percent  complete.   Desalting 
Complex  Unit-desalting  plant  completed  in  FY  1991;  test  operation  of  the  main 
facility  was  completed  and  production  of  desalted  water  began  In  FY  1992.   In 
FY  1993.  the  Yuma  Desalting  Plant  was  placed  in  ready  reserve  status  and  will 
continue  to  operate  at  this  level  for  the  foreseeable  future.  Coachella  Canal 
Unit-canal  replacement  completed  in  FY  1984  and  Protective  and  Regulatory 
Pumping  Untt-14  wells  and  associated  features  completed  in  FY  1979.  7  wells 
arxi  associated  features  completed  in  FY  1984.  and  the  remaining  14  wells  and 
associated  features  will  be  completed  as  required.   Construction  of  the 
remaining  features  associated  with  the  Yuma  Desalting  Complex  Unit  will  be 
completed  as  necessary.  A  new  completion  date  will  be  determined  when  the 
plant  is  placed  in  operational  status.  The  plant  is  currently  in  'ready  reserve' 
(nonoperationai  status). 
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Summarized  Rnanciai  Data 


Total  Federal  ot)llgatlons 

Reclamation 

$458,835,000 

Other  Federal 

-0- 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 

Federal  participation 

-715.000 

Non-Federal  participation 

-0- 

Adjustment 

-0- 

Total  to  allocated 

$458,120,000 

Allotments  to  9/30/94  $396,658,936 

Allotments  for  FY  1 995  3.011.000 

Allotments  to  date  $399,669,936 

Allotments  for  FY  1996  2,300,000 

Balance  after  FY  1996  $  56,865,064 


Project  Cost  Allocation 

Allocation  FY  1995  estimate  FY  1996  estinfwte 

Irrigation  $  45,938.000  $45,938,000 

Mexican  Treaty  412.185,000  412,018,000 

Other  1/  164.000  164.000 

Total  $458,287,000  $458,120,000 

XJ       Nonreimbursable  preauthorizatlon  Investigation  costs  (Public  Law  92-149). 

Coat  allocation 

methodology  The  methodology  of  cost  allocation  has  not  been  modified. 

The  Mexican  Treaty  allocation  decreased  $167,000  primarily  due  to  Indexing  of 
the  Painted  Rock  Reservoir  land  acquisition  program  and  for  protective  and 
regulatory  pumping  unit  estimates.  These  are  partially  offset  by  Increases  In 
revised  cost  estimates  for  the  Yuma  Desalting  Plant  and  for  pennanent 
operating  equipment 
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Proiect  Repayment 

Repaid  by  Amount 

Irrigators  \J  $  24.126,000 

Non-reimbursable  2/  433.994.000 

Total  $458,120,000 

XJ  A  repayment  contract  witti  CoacheHa  Valley  Water  District  (CVWD)  for  $45,938,000  was  executed 
March  14.  1978  and  validated  June  30,  1978.  The  contract  provides  that  for  each  year  the  United  States 
receives  tiie  benefits  of  the  water  saved  by  the  lining  program  tiecause  mainstream  Colorado  River  water 
Is  delivered  to  Caiifomla  in  the  quantities  requested  under  Section  5  of  the  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act, 
construction  costs  of  $1,148,000  ($45,938  mOllon  divided  by  a  40  year  life  of  the  canal)  will  be 
considered  nonreimbursable.  The  United  States  expects  to  receive  these  benefits  for  the  foreseeable 
future.  The  $24,126,000  represents  CVWD's  repayment  obligation  assuming  the  Initial  repayment 
Installment  by  CVWD  does  not  begin  before  October  1 ,  2001 . 

2/  Includes  $412,018,000  Mexican  Treaty  Measures,  $164,000  for  nonreimbursable  preauthorizatlon 
investigation  costs  and  $21,812,000  for  nonreimbursable  inigation  costs. 

Status  of  repayment 

contract  Repayment  contract  with  the  Coachella  Valley  Water  District  for  lining  of  the 

Coechella  Canal  was  executed  March  14,  1978,  and  validated  June  30,  1978. 
The  cost  of  the  Desalting  Complex  Is  nonreimbursable  except  for  costs 
associated  with  other  beneficiaries.  Costs  for  the  Coachella  Canal  replacement 
will  be  shared  by  the  United  States  and  the  Coachella  Valley  Water  District 
Costs  associated  with  the  Protective  and  Regulatory  Pumping  Unit,  Including 
delivery  of  water  to  Mexico,  will  be  nonreimbursable,  except  for  water  used  in 
the  United  States. 

Irrigation  investntent 
per  acre 

Summary  of  irrigation  Investment 

Total  Irrigation  investment/acre  $585 

Repayment  of  Irrigation  investment  per  acre  by 
im^ors  3/  $307 

Nonreimbursable  _  $278 

Paynrient  capacity  per  acre  and/or  acre-foot 

Annual  charges  (per  acre)  N/A 

Construction 
Operation  and  Maintenance 

^  Based  on  78,530  acres  of  agricultural  land  In  the  Coachella  Valley  taken  from  1991  crop  census. 
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status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Appropriation  celling 


A  project  wide  final  environmental  impact  statement  vras  filed  writh  the  CouncI 
on  Environmental  Quality  on  June  18,  1975. 

Appropriations  authorized  are  $474,539,000  (October  1995).  The  comparable 
Federal  obligation  Is  $458,835,000.  This  authorization  is  adequate  to  cover  this 
project  as  currently  proposed. 


Work  proposed  for 
FY1996 


Desalting  Complex  Untt  -  A  contract  to  rehabilitate  a  section  of  existing 
concrete  structure  and  lining  panels  of  the  Main  Outlet  Drain  Extension  will  be 
avrarded    Modifications  to  the  testing  laboratory  building  to  facilitate  continued 
desalting  research  wPi  be  completed.  Costs  will  continue  for  desalting 
membrane  storage  and  correction  of  Yuma  Desalting  Plant  design  defects.  The 
irrigation  efficiency  improvement  program  In  the  Wellton  Mohawlc  Irrigation  and 
Drainage  District  and  studies  to  evaluate  land  acquisition  purchase  at  Painted 
Rock  Reservoir  wBI  also  proceed.  ^  2,300,000 
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Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project 
Grand  Valley  Unit,  TlUe  11 

Colorado 

Location  This  unit  Is  located  In  Mesa  County  in  western  Colorado  at  ttie  confluence  of 

tlie  Gunnison  and  Colorado  Rivers  near  Grand  Junction. 

Description  irrigation  in  the  entire  valley  area  encompasses  70,500  acres,  with  200  miles  of 

canals  and  approximately  500  mDes  of  laterals,  most  of  which  are  earth  lined. 
'  Much  of  the  land  has  been  irrigated  for  more  than  50  years,  and  it  is  estimated 

that  the  Grand  Valley  contributes  atx)ut  580,000  tons  of  salt  annually  to  the 
Colorado  River,  investigations  Indicated  that  lining  canals,  lining  or  piping 
laterals,  rehabDitating  or  replacing  canal  and  lateral  structures,  and  constructing 
adequate  measurement  control  devices  could  reduce  the  salt  contribution 
161,400  tons  per  year  whDe  the  irrigation  Management  Scheduling  and  on  farm 
Improvements  should  result  in  an  additional  reduction  of  130,000  tons  per  year. 
Stage  I  consisted  of  concrete  lining  6.8  mQes  of  main  canal  and  placing  30 
miles  of  laterals  In  pipe  on  the  Government  Highline  Canal.  Stage  ii  proposes 
to  membrane  line  the  remainder  of  the  Government  Highline  Canal  and  place 
pipe  in  110  mDes  of  Federal  laterals  and  214  miles  of  laterals  in  private  irrigation 
systems. 

A  new  format  for  Title  11  funding  is  being  proposed  for  FY  1996. 

Authorization  Public  Law  93-320,  June  24,  1974;  and  Puttlic  Law  98-569,  October  30.  1984. 

L,and  certification  None  required. 

Definite  plan  report        Stage  I  approved  March  25,  1980;  Stage  ii  approved  July  11,  1986.  An 

addendum  was  completed  December  20,  1990,  for  the  Price  and  Stubb  Ditches. 


Benefit  cost  ratio 
as  of  October  1,  1995 


Previous  agreements  with  the  Mexican  Government  conceming  salinity  control 
in  the  Colorado  River  and  Public  Law  93-320  are  based  upon  social  and 
political  Justifications.  Public  Law  98-569  required  construction  preference  be 
given  to  those  projects  that  reduced  salinity  at  the  least  cost.  The  cost 
effectiveness  of  this  unit  is  measured  in  terms  of  annual  cost  for  each  milligram 
per  liter  (mg/L)  of  salinity  reduction  in  the  Colorado  River  at  imperial  Dam.  The 
annual  cost  of  the  unit  is  $22,348,000  which  includes  the  total  Investment 
annual  equivalent  cost  of  $21 ,91 1 ,000  at  8.000  percent  for  50  years,  plus  the 
annual  OM&R  of  $437,000.  The  decrease  In  the  OM&R  is  due  to  a  change  in 
the  way  indexing  is  calculated.  This  figure  represents  actual  costs  rather  than 
projected  cost  Indexing.  The  annual  removal  of  161,400  tons  of  salt  from  the 
Colorado  River  at  Grand  Valley  results  In  a  salinity  reduction  at  imperial  Dam  of 
14.7  mg/L  The  annual  cost  per  ton  Is  $138.  The  Increase  in  annual  cost  per 
ton  Is  due  to  a  change  In  the  interest  rate  used  to  determine  the  annual 
equivalent  cost 


Construction  •  193 


525 


Grand  Valley  UnK 


Completion  data  The  ongoing  work  wfll  be  completed  within  the  existing  appropriation  ceBlng. 

The  remaining  activities  are  being  reevaluated. 

Summarized  Rnancial  Data 

'S^:^;?n°"'^'°"                              S257.570.000      ^lotments  to  9/30/^  S138.453.310 

Other  Federal                                                          -0-      Allotments  for  FY  1995  7.070.000 

Net  Property  and  Other  Transfers  ,«coooio 

Federal  Participation                                          325.000      Allotments  to  Date  ^i'^!^'!I^ 

Non-Federal  Participation                                        -0-      Allotments  for  FY  1996  5.799.000 

0- 


?2i1^SAIIocated  $257,895,000      Balance  after  FY  1996  2/         $106,247,690 

2/       Major  portions  of  the  project  have  been  defened.  Less  costly  attematives  for  salt  removal  w«l  be 
explored  under  the  Title  II  -  New  Fonnat 

Project  Cost  Allocation 
Allocation  FY  1995  estimate  FY  1996  estimate 

Salinity  control  $260,269,000  $257,895,000 

Cost  allocation  ^„  ^   t,.   ^  « 

methodology  The  method  of  cost  allocation  has  not  been  modified.  The  decrease  of 

$2,374,000  In  total  costs  Is  due  to  a  revision  of  the  estimated  contract  costs  for 
the  Lateral  System  features  $-3,428,046,  the  deletion  of  the  Soil  Consen/ation 
Service  On/Off  Farm  program  from  the  project  $-1 ,200,000.  a  new  analysis  of 
noncontract  costs  for  all  features  $-960,746  and  rounding  -$332;  offset  by  an 
increase  In  the  final  cost  of  the  East  Govemment  HIghline  Canal  $1,873,860.  a 
program  change  in  the  Wildlife  Plan  $853,573.  Indexing  Increases  of  $338,691. 
and  new  cost  estimates  for  miscellaneous  minor  contracts  $149,000. 

Project  Repayment 
Repaid  bv  Amount 

Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  1/  $  54,739,000 

Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  1/                                            9.660,000 

Non-reimbursable  \J  193,496.000 

Total  $257,895,000 

^J  Public  Law  93-320,  Section  205.  states  that  75  percent  of  the  costs  will  be  nonreimbursable.  The 
remaining  25  percent  is  divided  between  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund  and  the 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  based  on  benefits  derived  by  each  Basin  from  the  use  of  water  of 
Improved  quality,  causes  of  salinity,  and  avanabHIty  of  revenues,  provided  that  costs  allocated  to  the 
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Grand  Valley  Unit 


Upper  Basin  shall  not  exceed  15  percent  of  the  costs  allocated  to  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basin  Funds. 
The  costs  to  which  these  percentages  are  applied  do  not  Include  $300,000  of  preauthorizatlon 
investigation  costs  which  are  nonreimbursable. 


Status  repayment 
contract 


None  required. 


Irrigation  Investment 

per  acre  Not  applicable. 


Status  of  NEPA 
complianca 


Other  information 


Appropriation  ceiling 


Work  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


Projectwlde-Negatlve  determination  for  Grand  Valley  System  Stage  I,  July  4, 
1978.  Stage  II  environmental  statement  to  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
final  May  23,  1986.  Rnal  environmental  assessment  for  Price  and  Stubb 
Ditches,  August  15,  1990.  Draft  environmental  assessment  on  East  End 
Govemment  Highline  Canal  June  21,  1991;  final  August  31,  1991. 

The  Intent  of  Congress  is  to  remove  salt  from  the  Colorado  River  by  the  most 
economical  means.  Incremental  authorized  units  may  or  may  not  be 
constructed  depending  upon  the  amount  of  salt  needed  to  be  removed  as 
indicated  In  The  Joint  Evaluation  Report  of  Interior  and  Agriculture. 


Appropriations  authorized  are  $299,152,000  (October  1995)  for  Title  ii  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Projects  under  Public  Law  93-320.  The 
comparable  Federal  obligation  is  $733,190,000  which  exceeds  the  appropriation 
ceDing  by  more  than  the  amount  of  contingencies  Included  in  the  obligation. 
Ongoing  work  can  be  completed  within  the  existing  ceiling.  Appropriate 
Congressional  committees  wfll  be  advised  of  the  appropriation  ceiling  status  for 
this  project.  Current  commitments  wBI  be  held  within  the  existing  ceiling. 
Under  the  new  format  for  Title  II  funding,  new  appropriation  ceiling  authorization 
will  be  required. 


Grand  Valley  Canal  System  -  Provides  for  minor  contracts  to 
complete  the  East  Govemment  Highline  Canal,  Reach  IB. 


$41,000 


Grand  Valley  Unit  latenl  System  -  Construction  will  continue  on  the  Grand 
Valley  Water  Users  Association  laterals  A1-A33  and  will  be  completed  on  Mesa 
County  Irrigation  District/Palisade  irrigation  District  Uterals.  $4,198,000 

Wildlife  Plan  -  Land  acquisition  and  development  will  continue  on  30  Road 
Development,  On  Farm  Mitigation  and  Horsethief  Conservation  State  Wildlife 
Area.  $1,430,000 

Miscellaneous  Contracts  -  Work  will  continue  on  the  U.S.G.S.  Stream  Gaging 
Contract  and  the  Grand  Valley  Monitoring  Program  Contract.  $80,000 

Service  Facilities  -  Field  and  laboratory  equipment  will  be  purchased.    $50.000 


Total  request 


$5,799,000 
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Colorado  River  Basin  Saiinity  Control  Project 
Lower  Gunnison  Basin  Unit,  Title  II 

Colorado 

Location  This  unit  Is  located  in  west  central  Colorado  In  Delta,  Montrose,  and  Ouray 

Counties. 

Description  The  l.ower  Gunnison  Basin  Unit  winter  water  flows  contribute  74,000  tons  of  salt 

annually  to  the  river.  Water  which  runs  through  canals  during  the  non-irrigation 
season  seeps  from  canals  arxj  picl<s  up  salt  as  it  returns  to  the  river.  The 
project  will  put  winter  iivestoci<  water  in  pipe  for  distribution.  This  will  help 
control  salinity  of  the  Colorado  River  at  or  Mow  1972  levels  as  measured  at 
three  locations  on  the  river.  The  project  would  reduce  the  salinity  resulting  in 
an  annual  reduction  in  saiinity  at  Imperial  Dam  of  6.7  mg/L  The  Colorado 
River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Forum  has  approved  the  plan. 

A  new  format  for  Title  II  funding  is  being  proposed  for  FY  1996. 

Authorization  Public  Law  93-320,  June  24,  1974;  and  Public  Law  98-569.  October  30,  1984. 

L^nd  certification  None  required. 

Definite  plan  report        Planning  Report  approved  March  22,  1984,  and  Final  Preconstruction  Report 
approved  August  13,  1987. 


Benefit  cost  ratio 
as  of  October  1,  1995 


Completion  data 


Previous  agreements  with  the  Mexican  Govemment  conceming  salinity  control 
in  the  Colorado  River  and  Public  l^w  93-320  are  based  upon  social  and 
political  justifications.  The  cost  effectiveness  of  this  unit  is  measured  in  terms 
of  annual  cost  for  each  ton  of  salinity  reduction  in  the  Colorado  River  at 
Imperial  Dam.  The  annual  cost  of  the  unit  is  $6,832,000  which  includes  the 
total  investment  annual  equivalent  cost  of  $6,377,000  (at  8.000  percent  for  50 
years)  plus  the  annual  OM&R  of  $455,000.  The  Lower  Gunnison  Unit  is 
estimated  to  annually  remove  105,240  tons  of  salt  from  the  Colorado  River  at 
an  annual  cost  of  approximately  $65  per  ton  of  salt.  The  increase  in  cost  per 
ton  as  presented  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justifications  is  due  to  the  new 
estinute  of  total  project  costs. 

The  winter  water  portion  of  the  Unit  will  t>e  completed  In  FY  1995  with  the 
balance  of  the  Unit  deferred  until  needs  develop  for  elimination  of  additional 
salinity.  As  of  September  30,  1994,  the  project  is  12  percent  complete. 
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Lower  Gunnison  Basin  Unit 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 


Total  Federal  obligations  $251852  000      Allotments  to  9/30/94  $23,316,424 

Reclamation  '^'■'".'o-      Allotments  for  FY  1995  829,000 

Other  Federal 

Net  property  arvi  other  transfers  Allotments  to  date  24.145.424 

Federal  participation  475.000  ^^^^r  FY  1996  1,231.000 

Non-Federal  participation 

2/  Maior  portions  of  the  project  have  been  deferred.  Less  costly  altematK^es  for  salt  removal  wBI  be 
explored  under  the  Title  II  -  New  Forniat 


Allocation 

Salinity  Control 


Proiect  Cost  Allocation 

FY  1995  estimate  FY  1996  estimate 

$204,712,000  $253,606,000 


Slh^oSSv  The  methodology  of  the  cost  allocation  has  not  been  modified  from  last  year. 

methodology  The  "^^^^^^^^  i,  ^^^  costs  includes  the  following:  Indexing  o^ 

12  ^Xor  Sfinrte  Deferred  Faciltty  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  'mprovements 
$59'000;  new  construction  estimates  for  Tri  County  Improvement  $404761, 
Menoken  System  Improvements  $731,373.  Chipeta  System  Improvements 
$1^2  809.  and  Interest  during  construction  $247,000.  This  increase  i    offset 
bv'a  d^ease  in  new  program  requirements  for  the  on  Farm  System  of 
5ll6.5STrLnalysis  of  non-contract  costs  of  $1,019,418.  for  the  Comrade 
River  Water  Quality  Improvement  Project  Winter  Water  System  and  Colorado 
RK^^  Wa  e  qS  Improvement  Project  East  SWe  Laterals  $314,000. 
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Lower  Gunnison  Basin  Unit 


BepaM  bv 


Proiect  Repayment 


Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  fund  XI 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  furKJ   \J 
Nonreimbursable  XI 
Total 


Amount 

$64,222,000 

12.612,000 

176.772,000 

$253,606,000 


Xl  Public  Law  98-569  provides  that  70  percent  of  the  costs  will  t>e  nonreimbursable.  The  other  30 
percent  is  divided  between  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund  and  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  Fund  based  on  benefits  to  be  derived  by  each  Basin  from  the  use  of  water  of  improved 
quality,  and  availability  of  revenues,  provided  that  costs  allocated  to  the  Upper  Basin  sfiall  not  exceed  15 
percent  of  the  costs  allocated  to  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basin  Funds.  Preauthorization  investigation  costs 
of  $475,000  are  nonreimbursable.  The  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  amount  also  includes 
$1 ,279,000  of  reimbursable  interest. 


Status  of  repayment 
contracts 


Irrigation  investment 
per  acre 

Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Other  information 


Appropriation  ceiling 


Worit  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


Operation  and  Maintenance  Agreement  with  the  Uncompahgre  Valley  Water 
Users  Association  was  executed  on  February  24,  1987. 


Not  applicable. 


Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  filed  with  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  February  10.  1984. 

The  intent  of  Congress  Is  to  remove  salt  from  the  Colorado  River  by  the  most 
economical  means,   increments  of  authorized  units  may  or  may  not  l3e 
constructed  deperxjlng  upon  the  amount  of  salt  needed  to  be  removed  as 
indicated  In  The  Joint  Evaluation  Report  of  Interior  and  Agriculture. 

Appropriations  authorized  are  $299,152,000  (Octotter  1995)  for  Title  II  of  the 
Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project  under  Putdic  Law  93-320.  The 
comparable  Federal  obligation  is  $733,190,000  which  exceeds  the  appropriation 
ceDIng  by  more  than  the  amount  of  contingencies  included  in  the  obligation. 
The  Chipeta  System  and  other  ongoing  wori<  can  be  completed  within  the 
existing  celling.  The  cost  of  the  features  of  McElmo  Creeic  Unit  which  is  a  part 
of  the  Dolores  Participating  Project,  CRSP,  is  included  In  the  total  Federal 
obligations  and  the  appropriation  ceiling  for  Title  II  facilities.  Appropriate 
Congressional  committees  will  be  advised  of  the  appropriation  ceiling  status  for 
this  project.  Cun'ent  commitments  will  be  held  within  the  existing  ceiling. 
Under  the  new  format  for  Title  II  funding,  new  appropriation  ceiling  authorization 
will  be  required. 


Distribution  System  -  Chipeta  System  Improvements  will 

be  completed  $1.231.000 

Totai  request  $1,231,000 
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Location 
Description 


Autliorization 


L^nd  certification 


Definite  plan  report 


Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project 
Paradox  Valley  Unit,  Title  II 

Colorado 

This  unit  Is  located  In  southwestern  Colorado  near  Bedrock,  Colorado.  In 
Montrose  County. 

This  unit  is  situated  along  the  axis  of  a  collapsed  salt  anticline  composed  of 
pure  salt  and  salt-rich  shales  over  14,000  feet  in  depth.  It  is  estimated  that 
Paradox  Valley  contributes  about  200,000  tons  of  salt  per  year  to  the  Colorado 
River  system  via  the  Dolores  River.  The  original  Definite  Plan  Report  (DPR)  and 
Environmental  impact  Statement  for  this  unit  proposed  a  plan  for  reducing  the 
salt  load  In  the  Dolores  River  by  180,000  tons  per  year  by  constmcting  and 
utUizIng  a  system  of  collection  wells,  pumps,  pipelines,  and  solar  evaporation 
ponds.  A  study  to  dispose  of  the  brine  by  deep  well  injection  as  an  alternative 
to  the  evaporation  method  has  been  undenway  since  1978  with  testing  of  the 
well  to  be  completed  in  Febmary  1995.  Preliminary  test  results  indicate  the 
present  facility  is  capable  of  removing  128,000  tons  of  salt  annually  which  would 
mal<e  deep  well  injection  an  acceptable  alternative  to  an  evaporation  pond. 

A  new  fomiat  for  Title  II  funding  is  being  requested  for  FY  1996. 

Public  Law  93-320.  June  24.  1974;  and  Public  Uw  98-569,  October  30.  1984. 

None  required. 

Definite  Plan  Report  for  the  evaporation  method  of  disposal  was  approved 
January  24.  1979.  A  draft  supplement  to  this  report  with  appropriate  NEPA 
documents  describing  deep  well  injection  as  the  preferred  alternative  for  brine 
disposal  Is  scheduled  to  be  available  for  public  review  by  March,  1995. 


Benefit  cost  ratio  ^  ,        i.  ■»>,  „„^,^ 

as  of  October  1   1995    Previous  agreements  with  the  Mexican  Government  conceming  salinity  control 
in  the  Colorado  River  and  Public  Law  93-320  are  based  upon  social  and 
political  justifications.   Furthennore,  in  1984,  the  Congress  passed  Public  Law 
98-569  requiring  preference  for  construction  be  given  to  those  projects  that 
reduce  salinity  at  the  least  cost.  The  cost  effectiveness  of  this  unit  Is  measured 
In  temis  of  cost  per  ton.  The  annual  equivalent  cost  of  the  unit  using  deep  well 
injection  and  the  present  facility  as  a  disposal  method  is  $9,397,535;  which 
includes  the  total  investment  annual  equivalent  cost  of  $6,097,535  (at  8.000 
percent  for  50  years)  plus  the  annual  OM&R  of  $3,300,000.  The  annual  removal 
of  salt  from  the  Colorado  River  at  Paradox  Valley  using  the  present  deep  well 
wfll  be  128  000  tons.  The  annual  cost  per  ton  of  salt  removed  is  $73.  The  cost 
difference  compared  to  the  FY95  Budget  Justifications  is  due  to  the  decrease  in 
the  estimated  investment  as  a  result  of  limiting  constmction  to  the  present 
facPity. 
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Paradox  Valley  Unit 


Completion  data  Testirtfi  of  the  present  Injection  well  facility  and  final  evaluation  of  the  test  data 

Is  scheduled  for  completton  in  May  1995.  A  request  for  a  record  of  decision  to 
operate  the  present  facility  will  be  made  in  August  1995,  when  the  supplement 
to  the  DPR  and  appropriate  NEPA  documents  are  approved.  Upon  completion 
of  tfie  test,  the  facility  will  be  transferred  to  operation  and  maintenance.  Using 
the  present  facility  for  brine  disposal,  the  unit  is  99  percent  complete  as  of 
September  30,  1994.  Investigations  will  continue  on  systems/processes 
necessary  to  increase  project  operation  efficiencies.  The  project  will  complete 
In  FY  1996. 


Total  Federal  obligations 
Reclamation 
Westem  area  power 
Administration 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation 
Non-Federal  participation 

Adjustments 

Total  to  be  allocated 


Summarized  Financial  Data 

$66,339,157      Allotments  to  9/30/94 
-  0  -      Allotments  for  FY  1995 


586,919      Allotments  to  date 
-  0  -      Allotments  for  FY  1996 

-0- 


$63,689,157 
2.350.000 


66,039,157 
300.000 


$66,926,076      Balance  after  FY  1996 


Allocation 

Salinity  control 


Project  Cost  Allocation 
FY  1995  estimate 

$94,945,000 


FY  1996  estimate 

$66,926,076 


Cost  allocation 
metiiodoiogy 


The  methodology  of  the  cost  allocation  has  not  been  modified  from  last  year. 
However,  the  scope  of  the  project  has  Iseen  modified.  The  decrease  in  total 
costs  of  $28,018,924  results  from  the  decision  to  limit  construction 
expenditures  to  those  Invested  through  FY  1993  plus  $5,708,000  for  FY  94-96. 
This  amount  is  intended  to  complete  testing  of  the  injection  well,  complete 
feasibPity  evaluations,  and  transfer  the  present  facility  to  operation  and 
maintenance  status. 


Construction  -  202 


534 


Project  Repayment 

Repaid  bv 

Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund  1/ 
Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  1/ 
Nonreimbursatile  1/ 
Total 


Paradox  Valley  Unit 


Amount 

$14,124,891 

2,492,628 

50.308.557 

$66,926,076 


1/  Public  Law  93-320.  Section  205,  states  that  75  percent  of  the  costs  will  be  "°"^e""'^"^"f^  T^®    , 
rther  25  pSwm  is  divided  between  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund  and  the  Upper 
SorSo^Ler  Basin  Fund  based  on  benefits  to  be  derived  by  each  basin  from  the  use  of  water  of 
Sp?SeS  qu^ity,  causes  of  salinity,  and  availability  of  revenues,  provided  that  costs  aiioca  ed  to  the 
uX°  SsSi  sS  not  exceed  15  percent  of  the  costs  allocated  to  the  upper  and  lower  basin  funds.  The 
St?whlch  the  ^centage  diJTsion  is  applied  do  not  include  $456,000  of  preauthonzed  costs  which 
are  nonreimbursable  pursuant  to  Public  Law  92-149. 


Status  of  repayment 
contracts 

Irrigation  investment 
per  acre 

Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Ottier  information 


Repayment  contracts  are  not  required. 


Not  applicable. 

A  proiect-wide  final  environmental  impact  statement  was  filed  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  on  March  20.  1979.   Supplementa  NEPA 
compliance  documents  reflecting  the  present  plan  to  operate  the  existing 
facilities  at  Paradox  as  a  completed  project  is  scheduled  for  completion  In  May 
1995. 

Testing  of  the  deep  well  injection  facility  will  be  completed  in  February  1995 
with  evaluation  of  the  test  results  scheduled  for  May  1995. 

Construction  funding  for  the  continued  development  of  the  Paradox  Valley  Unit 
has  been  limited  to  $5,708,000  for  FY  1994,  1995,  and  1996.  This  amount  will 
complete  the  deep  well  injection  study  and  transfer  the  well  to  operation  and 
maintenance  status. 

Operation  of  the  present  facilities  as  a  permanent  injection  facility  is  believed 
feasible    Operations  will  be  continuously  monitored  and  additional  work  may 
be  necessary  to  maximize  its  effectiveness.  Additional  funding  may  be  sought 
in  the  future,  if  it  is  determined  that  additional  cost  effective  facilities  can  be 
constnjcted  that  will  optimize  the  facility. 

The  intent  of  Congress  is  to  remove  salt  from  the  Colorado  River  by  the  most 
economical  means,   increments  of  authorized  units  may  or  may  not  be 
constructed  depending  upon  the  amount  of  salt  needed  to  be  removed  as 
indicated  in  The  Joint  Evaluation  Report  of  Interior  and  Agncuiture. 
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Paradox  Valley  Unit 


^^^^  Appropriations  authorized  are  $299,152,000  (October  1995)  for  Title  II  of  the 

Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Controi  Project  under  Public  Law  93-320.  The 
comparable  Federal  obligation  Is  $733,190,000  which  exceeds  the 
appropriation  ceiing  by  more  than  the  amount  of  contingencies  included  In  the 
oUlgatloa  Ongoing  woric.  including  completion  of  the  injection  well  test  and 
transfer  of  the  existing  fadlty  to  operation  and  maintenance  status  can  t>e 
completed  within  the  existing  cellng.  Appropriate  Congressional  committees 
wH  be  advised  of  the  appropriation  cellng  status  for  this  project.  Current 
commitments  wl  be  held  wrtthin  the  existing  celling.  Under  the  new  format  for 
TWe  11  fundina  new  appropriation  celling  authorization  will  be  required. 

Work  proposed  _.     ^      ._  .  _j 

for  FY  1996  Other  Project  Costs  -  Constnjcted  fadltles  will  be  operated  and  maintained 

duringtestlng.  ^OQ^SOO 

Total  request  $300,000 
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Colorado  River  Basin  SaUnity  Controi  Project 
nue  II  New  Format 

Colorado,  Utah 


Location  Colorado  River  Basin. 

Deacilption  The  Bureau  of  Reclarration  proposes  to  redefine  the  Federal  role  in  the  salinity  control 
program.  For  20  years.  Reclamation  has  planned,  designed,  and  constructed  projects 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  high-saline  retum  flows  to  the  Colorado  River.  Activrties  that 
can  be  completed  within  the  authorized  appropriation  ceiling  are  nearing  completion. 
At  the  time  of  completion.  Reclamation  will  be  able  to  prevent  375,500  tons  of  salt  per 
year  from  reaching  the  river  at  an  approximate  cost  of  $73  per  ton.  Reclamation 
evaluated  Its  program,  and  determined  more  cost-effective  methods  to  reduce  salinity 
are  possible. 

The  purpose  of  the  new  format  eventually  selected  will  be  to  control  salinity  for 
Colorado  River  vrater  users  in  the  United  States  using  a  basin-wide  approach  to 
implement  the  most  cost-effective  controls  possible.   Reclamation  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  proceed  with  a  program  of  works  to  improve,  enhance,  and  protect  the 
quality  of  the  river  available  for  Colorado  River  water  users  in  the  United  States  and  the 
Republic  of  Mexico. 

Public  notice  for  solicitation  of  comments  on  proposed  options  for  the  most 
cost-effective  process  was  issued  on  March  24,  1994.  By  FY  1996.  funds  will  be  used 
to  implement  the  selected  new  options.  One  potential  option  is  for  Reclamation  to 
request  submission  of  proposed  salinity  reduction  projects  from  non-Federal  interests. 
Proposals  would  be  ranl<ed  based  on  cost-effectiveness,  and  Federal  funds  would  then 
be  provided  to  the  best  proposals. 

The  Basin  States,  as  well  as  various  water  agencies,  support  this  program.  The 
current  CRBSCP,  Title  II  program  is  authorized  under  the  authority  of  Public  Law 
93-320.   However,  additional  legislation  would  be  required  to  implement  the  new 
format  and  to  provide  new  appropriation  ceiling.   Reclamation  testified  in  favor  of 
legislation  Introduced  in  the  103*^  Congress  to  allow  the  Secretary  to  implement  a 
variety  of  new  cost-effective  salinity  control  measures  and  to  increase  the  ceiling  by 
$75  million.  Reclamation  Intends  to  propose  legislation  in  the  near  future  to  achieve 
^  these  same  goals. 

Authorization      Public  l^w  93-320,  JuneJ4,  1974;  Public  Law  98-569,  October  30.  1984. 


Duration  Initiation:     FY  1996 

Cost-sharing 


Completion:  As  required 


Thirty  percent  non-Federal;  however,  the  new  project  format  may  result  in  larger 
shares  of  non-Federal  participation. 


Total  Federal  obligations 
Reclamation 
Non-Federal  Participation 

Total  to  be  allocated 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


To  be  determined 
To  be  determined 


Allotments  to  date 
Allotments  for  FY  1996 


$     -0- 
$6,000,000 


To  be  determined        Balance  after  FY  1996        To  be  detennlned 
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Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
Animas-La  Plata  Participating  Project 

Colorado,  New  Mexico 

Location  This  project  Is  located  In  southwestern  Colorado  and  northwestern  New  Mexico. 

Description  The  authorized  project  would  provide  80.100  acre-feet  annually  of  municipal  and 

Industrial  (M&l)  water  supplies.  This  project  Is  cun-ently  required  to  satisfy  the 
requirements  of  the  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Water  Rights  Settiement  Act  of  1988. 
New  M&l  water  supplies  of  7,600  acre  feet  would  be  provided  for  the  Navajo 
Tribe;  6,000  acre-feet  for  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Tribe;  and  26,500  acre-feet  for 
the  Southem  Ute  Indian  Tribe.  M&l  water  of  9,200  acre  feet  would  also  be 
provided  for  Colorado  non-Indians  (for  Durango  and  La  Plata  and  adjacent  rural 
areas)  and  30,800  acre-feet  for  New  Mexico  communities  and  rural  areas.  The 
project  would  provide  a  full  water  supply  for  the  irrigation  of  1 1 ,980  acres  of  Ute 
Mountain  Ute  Indian  tribal  land,  31,500  acres  of  non-Indian  land  in  Colorado, 
1,800  acres  of  Southem  Ute  Indian  Reservation  tribal  land,  and  4,530  acres  of 
non-Indian  land  In  New  Mexico.  A  supplemental  supply  would  be  provided  for 
17.650  acres  of  presently  irrigated  land.  Benefits  would  also  result  from 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement.  The  Other  Infomiation  section, 
shown  on  a  later  page,  explains  the  limitations  on  construction  of  certain 
features  in  accordance  with  the  final  biological  opinion. 

Authorization  Public  Law  90-537.  September  30,  1968,  and  Public  Law  100-585,  November  3, 

1988. 

Land  certification  January  19,  1982.  As  required  by  Public  Law  99-294  (1986),  a  supplemental 

trace  element  assessment  was  completed  for  the  arable  land  area  of  the 
Animas-La  Plata  Project. 


Definite  plan  report       Approved  August  18,  1980. 


Benefit-cost  ratio 

as  of  Octolaer  1,  1995    Direct  benefits: 


not  applicable 


Compietion  data 


In  response  to  the  Inspector  General's  report.  Reclamation  is  in  the  process  of 
updating  Its  economic  analysis.  This  analysis  wHI  be  shared  with  Congress 
when  it  is  completed.  The  benefit-cost  ratio  Includes  interest  during 
construction  on  both  Federal  and  non-Federal  contributions  where  applicable. 

A  cost-sharing  agreement  was  signed  vi^h  State,  Federal,  and  Tribal  entities  on 
June  30,  1986.  providing  that  Phase  1  of  the  project  would  be  constructed  In 
not  less  than  12  years  from  initial  construction.  CapabHity  is  available  for  an 
FY  1996  start. 
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Animas-U  Plata 


Total  Federal  otillgations 
Reclamation 
Recreational/F&Wi/ 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation  2/ 
Non-Federal  participation  3/ 

Adjustment  4/ 
Total  to  be  allocated 


Summartzad  Financial  Data 


$427,073,500      Allotments  to  9/30/94 
28!663.000      Allotments  for  FY  1995 


2,097,000  Allotments  to  date 

228,276,500  Allotments  for  FY  1996 

24.128.000 

$710,238,000  Balance  after  FY  1996 


$46,616,011 
6.459.000 


53,075,011 
4,879,000 


$369,119,489 


1  /  Includes  recreation  costs  of  $7,900,000;  fish  and  wfldlife  mitigation  costs  of  $4,900,000;  wetland 
^J^£fr<I^«^$T7^0O0  WkJ  vJater  quality  mitigation  costs  of  $480,000;  less  cash  contributions 
rS^tT?c2.S^?^^6?Sr^  P^^.  P^se  2  facMit.es  are  the  responsib««y  of 
non-Federal  entitles. 
2/  Represents  estimated  total  of  costs  transferred  to  or  from  the  project  without  exchange  of  funds. 

SZToril  R^m  Sr$7^M?from^  Plata  Water  Conservancy  District,  Colorado;  $650  from  U 

^S,.  $T60  000  fo^  fis^  and  wWlte  fadltles.  and  $7,150,000  for  cultural  resources  activities. 

4/  Represents  reimbursable  InterBst  during  constnictlon  at  9.319  percent  for  municipal  and  industrial 
water  faclities  Federally  financed  during  constmctloa 
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Allocation 


Irrigation 

Munlcipai  &  industrial  1/ 

Recreation 

Fish  and  wydlife 

Other  2/ 

Total 


Project  Cost  Allocation 
FY  1995  estimate 

$513,567,000 

119.561,000 

11,700,000 

21,127,000 

22.000.000 

$687,955,000 


Animas-La  Plata 


FY  1996  estimate 

$517,054,000 

119.422.000 

12.000.000 

38.662.000 

23.100.000 

$710,238,000 


yj  Includes  $24,128,000  reimbursable  interest  during  construction  based  on  the  current  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  interest  rate. 

2/  Nonreimbursable  cultural  resources  activities. 


Cost  allocation 
methodology 


The  methodology  of  the  cost  allocation  has  not  tieen  modified  from  last  year. 
The  Increase  of  $22,283,000  In  total  costs  and  allocations  are  due  to  1) 
indexing  from  the  October  1994  price  level  to  the  October  1995  price  level 
(+$5,210,000),  2)  the  addition  of  Wetlands  Mitigation  (+$17,000,000)  and 
Water  Quality  Mitigation  (+$480,000)  to  the  Construction  Costs  Estimate,  and 
3)  a  decrease  In  the  estimated  interest  during  construction  (-$407,000). 
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Project  Repayment 

Repaid  by  Amount 

Irrigators  $  20,430,000 

Ad  valorem  tax  27,817,000 

M&II/  93,471,000 

Cost-sharing  2/  228,252,000 

UCRBF  revenue  3/  275,586,000 

Contributed  funds  4/  254,000 

CRDFl/  654,000 

LeavlttActe/  6,322,000 

Nonreimbursable  7/  57.452,000 

Total  $710,238,000 

1/  The  scheduled  amount  to  be  repaid  is  covered  by  contracts  with  project  beneficiaries  with  the 
exception  of  the  Indian  Tribes.  The  U  Plata  Conservancy  District,  New  Mexico,  which  will  not  receive 
water  from  the  initial  facflities,  will  execute  Its  repayment  contract  at  a  later  date. 

2/  Agreement  between  the  Federal  Govemment  and  the  States  of  Colorado  and  New  Mexico  totaling 
$228,252,000  consisting  of  cash  contributions  of  $68,202,000  and  credit  for  non-Federal  constmction  of 
defered  facilities  $160,050,000.  Funds  were  assigned  by  purpose  for  repayment  as  follows:   Inigation, 
$186,265,000;  M&l,  $25,677,000;  Recreation.  $5,004,000;  Fish  and  Wiidiife.  $2,512,000;  and  Cultural 
Resources,  $8,794,000. 

3/  Repaid  from  net  power  revenues  wrtiich  are  allocated  to  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund  Revenues, 
apportioned  to  State  of  Colorado  at  $243,256,000  and  New  Mexico  at  $32,330,000. 

4/  Includes  $229,500  for  General  Investigations  and  $24,500  for  Advance  Planning  which  are  allocated 
$146,000  for  inigation  and  $108,000  for  M&l. 

5/  Colorado  River  Development  Fund  investigation  costs  of  $654,000  including  $488,000  for  irrigation 
and  $166,000  for  M&i. 

6/  Amortization  capacity  for  Indian  irrigation.  Repayment  will  be  defen-ed  as  long  as  the  land  is  in 
Indian-ownership. 

7/  Includes  $12,000,000  for  recreation  facilities,  $17,000,000  for  wetland  mitigation,  $480,000  for  water 
quality  mitigation,  $5,060,000  for  fish  and  wfldlife  mitigation  facilities,  $16,122,000  for  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement  and  $23,100,000  for  cultural  resources  activities  less  the  amounts  assigned  by  the 
cost-sharing  agreement  as  follows:  Phase  1  non-Federal  financing  $4,900,000  and  Phase  2  non-Federal 
financing  $11,410,000. 
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Animas-La  Plata 


Status  of  repaynwnt 

contract  Agreements  with  non-Federal  entities  were  executed  June  30,  1986.  The  repayment 

contract  with  the  Anlmas-L^  Plata  Water  Conservancy  District,  Colorado,  was 
validated  on  AprD  20.  1988,  and  with  the  San  Juan  Water  Commission,  New  Mexico, 
on  August  16,  1991.  Contract  negotiations  with  the  Navajo  Tribe  and  the  La  Plata 
Conservancy  District,  New  Mexico,  will  be  Initiated  after  construction  begins. 
Repayment  contracts  are  scheduled  for  execution  with  the  Southern  Ute  and  Ute 
Mountain  Ute  Indian  Tribes  in  September,  1995. 

Irrigation  investment 
per  acre 

Summary  of  irrigation  Investment 

Irrigation  Investment/acre  $7.664 
Repayment  of  irrigation  investment  per  acre  by 

legators  $303 

Cost-sharing  agriculture  2,761 

UCRBF  revenues  4,085 

Ad  valorem  tax  412 

CRDF  &  contract  funds  9 

Indian  irrigation  (defen-ed)  94 

Payment  capacity  per  acre  and/or  acre-foot 
under  Public  Law  98-541  not  applicable 

Annual  charges  (per  acre)  $62.40 

Construction  g.go 

Operation  and  Maintenance  52.50 

Status  of  NEPA 

compliance  A  projectwide  final  environmental  Impact  statement  was  filed  with 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  July  1,  1980.  in  April  1992,  the  decision  was 
made  to  supplement  this  document.  The  final  supplement  to  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  scheduled  to  be  filed  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  in  1995. 

Other  information  The  Animas-La  Plata  project  as  authorized  would  be  developed  In  two  Phases: 

Phase  I  provides  Irrigation  sen/ice  for  42,815  acres,  municipial  and  industrial 
water  service,  and  some  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  features  with  a  total 
estimated  cost  of  $526,060,000  (October  1995  price  levels).   On  October  25, 
1991,  the  Fish  and  WDdlife  Service  issued  a  final  biological  opinion  for  the 
Animas-La  Plata  Project  on  Federally  listed  endangered  species.  The  final 
biological  opinion  contains  a  reasonable  and  prudent  alternative  that,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Service,  would  avoid  the  likelihood  of  Jeopardy  to  the  Colorado 
squawfish.  The  biological  opinion  also  contains  information  on  the  razort>acl( 
sucker,  whk:h  was  listed  as  an  endangered  species  In  November  1991.  The 
final  opinion  replaced  the  draft  biological  opinion  Issued  on  May  7,  1990,  which 
stated  that  the  project  was  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  the 
Colorado  squawfish. 
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The  reasonable  and  pnjdeiit  alternative  that  avoids  a  jeopardy  opinion  Indudes 
the  following  five  etements:  (t)  an  Animas-La  Plata  prolect  that  results  in  an 
Initial  depletion  of  57,100  acre-feet,  (2)  7  years  of  research  to  determine 
endangered  fish  hat>itat  needs,  (3)  operation  of  the  Navajo  Dam  to  provide  a 
wide  range  of  flow  conditions  for  the  endangered  fish,  (4)  a  guarantee  that  the 
Navajo  Reservoir  wH  be  operated  for  the  life  of  ttw  project  to  mimic  the  natural 
hydrograph  based  on  the  research,  and  (5)  legal  protection  for  the  reservoir 
releases  to  and  through  the  endanger<)d  fish  habitat  to  Lalce  Powell  and  a 
commttment  to  develop  a  Recovery  implementation  Program  for  the  San  Juan 
River. 

To  fuHII  element  (5)  described  above,  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (MOU) 
was  executed  on  October  24,  1991.  Signatory  parties  are  the  Department  of 
the  Interior;  States  of  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  and  Utah;  the  Southern  Ute,  Ute 
Mountain  Ute,  and  Jicarilia-Apache  Indian  Tribes;  the  San  Juan  Water 
Commission,  La  Plata  and  AnImas-La  Plata  Water  Conservancy  Districts. 

Construction  on  three  of  the  project  features  in  Phase  I  -  Ridges  Basin  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Ridges  Basin  Inlet  Conduit,  and  Durango  Pumping  Plant,  - 
would  t>e  Initiated  during  the  7-year  study  period.  The  Initial  depletion  of 
57,100  acre-feet  permitted  by  the  first  element  of  the  reasonable  and  prudent 
alternative  (equivalent  to  a  total  water  withdrawal  of  80,100  acre-feet)  is  a 
smaller  depletion  than  the  154,800  acre-feet  for  full  development  of  the  project 
(195,400  acre-feet  total  withdrawal).   Future  development  of  the  project  will  be 
dependent  on  the  outcome  of  the  biological  studies  required  by  the  reasonable 
and  prudent  alterrutlve  and  the  results  of  the  supplement  to  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Appropriation  ceiling 


Appropriations  authorized  are  $1,438,893,000  (October  1995)  for  this  and  other 
projects  authorized  under  Title  V  of  Public  Law  90-537.  The  projects 
authorized  under  this  title  Include,  In  addition  to  AnImas-La  Plata,  Dolores, 
Dallas  Creek,  San  Miguel,  and  West  Divide.  The  comparable  estimated  total 
Federal  ot)llgatlon  for  these  projects  Is  $1 ,602,366,000  which  exceeds  the 
appropriation  ceiling  by  more  tlian  the  amount  of  contingencies  Included  In  the 
obligation  for  the  completion  of  all  projects.  As  there  are  presently  no  plans  to 
commit  substantial  federal  funds  for  the  San  Miguel  and  the  West  Divide 
projects,  cun-ent  commitments  will  t>e  held  within  the  existing  celling. 

In  response  to  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General's  audit  recommendations  in 
Its  review  of  the  IHoover  Visitor  Facilities  Program,  the  appropriation  ceiling  for 
ttie  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  has  been  reexamined  and  re-estlmated  by 
participating  project.  The  partitioned  ceiling  calculation  for  the  AnImas-LaPlata 
Project  Is  $447,224,000  (October  1995).  The  estin^ted  total  Federal  obligation 
for  work  on  the  AnImas-LaPlata  Project  Is  $455,736,500  which  does  not  exceed 
ttie  partitioned  ceHIng  by  the  amount  of  contingencies  included  In  the  estimate. 

Based  on  previous  Solk:ltor  opinions,  appropriation  ceilings  are  not  required  to 
be  partitkxied  unless  authorizing  ieglslatkin  so  specifies.  In  the  case  of  the 
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Colorado  River  Storage  Project,  the  authorizing  legislation  did  not  specify 
appropriation  ceilings  by  participating  project.   However,  as  a  matter  of  policy, 
these  partitioned  ceilings  are  being  calculated  and  reported  to  Congress. 

The  estimates  used  for  the  ceDIng  computation  by  the  separate  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  participating  units  are  approximate.   Further  analysis  is 
required  to  refine  these  estimates.  The  situation  will  be  analyzed  periodically 
as  new  data  becomes  available. 


Work  proposed 

for  FY  1996  Ridges  Basin  Dam  and  Collection  System  -  Preconstructlon  activities  will 

continue.  Subject  to  environmental  compliance,  initiation  of  construction  is 
proposed  with  award  of  contracts  to  relocate  the  Northwest  Gas  Pipeline. 

$4,134,000 

Ridges  Basin  Delivery  System  -  Preconstructlon  activities  will  continue. 

$      15,000 

Service  FacilKies,  Depreciation,  and  Salvage  -  Preconstmction  activities  and 
the  acquisition  of  office  arxJ  field  equipment  will  continue.  $  200,000 

Other  Project  Costs  -  Cultural  resources  mitigation,  environmental  compliance 
work,  and  endangered  species  studies  will  continue.  $1,200,000 

Non-Federal  Contributions  $  -670.000 

Total  request  $4,879,000 
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Colorado  River  Storage  Pro|ect 

Central  Utah  Participating  Project 

Bonneville  Unit 

Utah 


Location 


DMcrlptlon 


Authorizatioii 


The  Reclamation  portion  of  this  unit  is  located  in  central  Utah,  the  eastern  part 
of  the  BonnevOie  Basin,  and  In  the  western  part  of  Uinta  Basin  In  Uintah, 
Duchesne,  Wasatch,  Summit,  Utah,  and  Salt  Lake  Counties,  Utah. 

The  Bonneviiie  Unit  as  currently  authorized  is  multipurpose  in  scope.  The 
Reclamation  portion  of  the  project  would  provide  a  supplementai  water  supply 
to  49,190  acres  of  partially  Irrigated  lands,  and  90,500  acre-feet  of  water 
annually  for  municipal  and  Industrial  use.  The  project  wiii  also  provide  benefits 
to  fish  and  wfldlife,  recreation,  and  flood  control.  Crops  presently  grown  are 
alfalfa  and  small  grains,  com,  deciduous  fruit,  and  pasture,  it  is  anticipated  that 
with  project  development  the  same  crops  will  t>e  grown. 

Public  Law  84-485,  April  11,  1956;  Public  Law  92-370,  August  10,  1972;  and 
Public  Law  100  563,  October  31,  1988,  and  Public  Law  102-575,  October  30, 
1992. 


Land  certification  All  land  certification  except  the  irrigation  and  Drainage  System,  which  is  to  be 

constructed  by  the  Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District,  was  completed 
Decemt)er  28,  1965. 

Definite  plan  report       Approved  November  5,  1965. 

Benefit-cost  ratio 

as  of  October  1,  1995    Direct  benefits  1/ 

1/  Since  the  revised  project  allocations  are  not  avalaUe,  the  t>enefit/cost  ratio  cannot  be  calculated. 

Compietion  data  As  of  September  30,  1994,  the  Reclamation  portion  of  tfie  project  as  cun-ently 

authorized  was  97  percent  complete.  Supplemental  water  is  avaHabte  to 
49,190  acres,  and  facilities  have  been  completed  to  provide  municipal  and 
industrial  water  of  20,500  acre-feet  annually.  Completion  of  one  of  the  four 
major  components  (Collection  System)  of  this  project  is  scheduled  in  1996 
which  represents  no  delay  as  presented  in  the  FY  1996  Budget  Justifications. 
However,  the  Jacob-Welby  water  exchange  portion  of  the  Municipal  and 
Industrial  System  wlli  not  complete  unt9  1997.  This  reflects  a  delay  of  one  year 
as  presented  in  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justifications.  Reclamation's  portion  of  the 
Diamond  Fork  System  Is  scheduled  for  completk^n  In  1996. 
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Total  Federal  obligations 
Recreatlon/F&Wl/ 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation  2/ 
Non-Federal  participation^ 

Adjustments  4/ 
Total  to  be  allocated 


Summarized  Hnancial  Data 

$.1,230,066,867      Allotments  to  9/30/94 
95.078.925      Allotments  for  FY  1995 


6.961,593 
10.943.424 

92.029.000 


Allotments  to  date 
Allotments  for  FY  1996 


$1,435,079,809      Balance  to  complete 


$1,187,971,319 
13.480.000 


1.201.451.319 
13.579.000 


$15,036,548 


1/  indudes  specific  fisii  and  wildlife  obligations  of  $27,799,401  and  specific  recreation  obligations  of 
$64,054,779  and  $3,224,745  for  Big  Game  Range  transfers  to  tfie  State  of  Utah,  Department  of  Natural 
Resources. 

2/  Includes  net  property  and  other  transfers  of  $3,736,848  in  the  Section  5  Program.  $3,125,235  in  the 
Recreation  Program  and  $99,510  in  the  Rsh  and  Wildlife  Program. 

5/  Includes  advances  from  the  Central  Utah  Water  Consen/ancy  District  of  $10,067,424  and 
construction  revenues  of  $876,000. 

4/  Represents  reimbursable  interest  during  construction  for  municipal  and  industrial  water  facilities 
$86,455,000  and  power  $5,574,000.  The  power  costs  are  for  facilities  previously  planned  but  are  not  to 
be  buBt  because  of  Insufficient  demand  for  hydroelectric  power. 


Allocation 

Irrigation 

Power 

Municipal  and  Industrial  water 

Recreation 

Fish  and  wildlife 

Rood  control 

i-llghway  improvement 

Total 


Project  Cost  Allocation 
FY  1995  estimate  1/ 


FY  1996  estimate  1/ 


$1,422,000,446 


$1,435,079,809 


1/  Since  the  revised  allocation  is  not  avaHaWe.  the  cost  allocation  to  the  project  functions  cannot  be 
determined. 


Coat  allocation 
methodology 


Public  Lew  102-575  delegated  responsibility  for  completion  of  the  Bonneville 
Unit  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  with  the  restrictions  that  It  could  not  be 
delegated  to  Reclamation.  The  Public  Law  gave  authority  to  the  Central  Utah 
Water  Consen/ancy  District  to  complete  the  Inigatlon  and  Power  portions  of  the 
Project  and  assigned  a  newly  created  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and 
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Conservation  Commission  the  responsibility  to  complete  all  mitigation  and  new 
enhancement  features  authorized  by  the  Act. 

Feature  costs,  purposes,  cost-sharing  amounts,  and  repayments  for  the  Central 
Utah  Water  Conservancy  District  portion  of  the  Project  are  not  known  at  this 
time.   Feature  costs  for  the  Commission  portion  of  the  Project  are  also  not 
known.  Due  to  these  unknowms,  project  allocations  and  repayments  cannot  be 
presented.   Reclamation's  portion  of  the  project  cannot  be  allocated  as  many  of 
the  features  constructed  are  multi-purpose  and  the  allocations  and  repayments 
are  dependent  upon  the  final  purposes  of  the  entire  project. 

Project  Repayment  \J 
Repaid  by  Amount 

Irrigators 

Power 

Municipal  &  industrial  water 

UCRBF  power  revenues 

CRDF  contributions  and  other 

Ad  valorem  tax  revenue 

Nonreimbursable 

Total  $1,435,079,809 

1/  Since  the  revised  allocation  is  not  available,  the  repayment  by  function  cannot  be  determined. 

Status  of  repayment 

contract  A  repayment  contract  with  the  Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District  was 

executed  on  December  28,  1965,  and  validated  Febmary  17,  1966.  The 
contract  was  amended  on  April  15,  1966.  A  supplemental  repayment  contract 
with  the  Central  Utah  Conservancy  District  for  the  remainder  of  the  municipal 
and  industrial  water  costs,  excluding  66  percent  of  Jordan  Aqueduct  costs  was 
executed  Novemtjer  26,  1985. 

Repayment  contracts  with  the  Salt  Lake  County  Conservancy  District  and 
Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Salt  Lake  City  for  66  percent  of  Jordan  Aqueduct 
costs  were  executed  November  26,  1985,  and  validated  on  February  10,  1986. 

Of  the  amount  to  be  repaid,  $484,418,000  is  covered  by  an  existing  contract 
with  the  Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District  for  both  irrigation  and 
municipal  and  industrial  water,  and  includes  repayment  by  ad  valorem  tax 
revenues  and  contributions.  The  balance  of  $45,688,000  to  be  repaid  for 
municipal  and  industrial  water  is  being  repaid  by  a  contract  with  the 
Metropolitan  Water  Conservancy  District  of  Salt  Lake  City  and  Salt  Lake  County 
Conservancy  District  which  was  signed  on  May  16.  1986. 
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Infgation  investment 
per  acre 


Sumnuiry  of  Irrigation  investment  \J 


Total  Irrigation  investment/acre 

Repayment  o(  Irrigation  investment  per  acre  by: 

Irrigators 

Power  revenues 

M&l  users 

UCRB  revenues 

Ad  valorem  tax 

CRDF  &  contract  funds 

Indian  irrigation  (deferred) 
Payment  capacity  per  acre  and/or  acre-foot 
Annual  charges  (per  acre) 

Construction 

yj  Since  the  revised  allocation  Is  not  available,  the  Irrigation  investment  per  acre,  the  annual  charges 
per  acre  or  acre-foot,  and  repayment  of  the  irrigation  investment  per  acre  cannot  be  determined. 


Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


The  Diamond  Fori<  Power  System,  final  environmental  statement  was  filed  with 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  on  October  4,  1984.  The  final  supplement 
Diamond  Fork  System  was  filed  on  February  22,  1990.  A  Finding  of  No 
Significant  Impact  was  signed  on  May  21,  1984,  for  the  Duchesne  River  Area 
Canal  System  Rehabilitation. 

The  final  environmental  statement  for  the  collection  system  was  filed  with  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  August  2,  1973.  The  Municipal  and  Industrial 
Water  System  final  environmental  statement  was  filed  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  October  25,  1979.   NEPA  compliance  on 
project  features  authorized  In  Put}lic  Law  102-575  will  be  completed  by  the 
Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District  or  the  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and 
Conservation  Commission. 


Other  information  Funds  to  initiate  preconstruction  planning  were  appropriated  in  FY  1957  and  for 

construction  in  FY  1966.   In  the  initial  planning  of  the  Central  Utah  Project, 
irrigation  development  of  15,242  acres  of  Indian  land  was  to  occur  as  part  of 
the  initial  phase  of  the  Central  Utah  Project  in  the  Uintah  Basin.   In  the  Definite 
Plan  Report  of  the  Bonneville  Unit,  Central  Utah  Project,  the  Ute  Indian  Trit>e 
deferred  current  use  of  Its  water  for  later  irrigation  development  of  15,242  acres 
of  larxj  so  that  construction  of  the  Bonneville  Unit  could  proceed.  The  Ute 
Indian  Tribe  passed  a  resolution  dated  August  18,  1975,  urging  that 
development  of  Indian  facilities  proceed  concurrently  with  development  of 
non-Indian  facilities. 

Public  L^w  102-575  delegated  responsibility  for  completion  of  the  Bonneville 
Unit  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  with  the  restrictions  that  It  could  not  t}e 
delegated  to  Reclamation.  The  Public  l^w  gave  authority  to  the  Central  Utah 
Water  Conservancy  District  to  complete  the  Irrigation  and  Power  portions  of  the 
Project  and  assigned  a  newly  created  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and 
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Appropriation  ceiling 


Work  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


Conservation  Commission  the  responsibBlty  to  complete  all  mitigation  and  new 
enhancement  features  authorized  by  the  Act.  Funds  to  implement  Titles  II 
through  Title  IV  of  Public  Law  102-575  are  included  in  a  separate  account. 

In  response  to  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General's  audit  recommendations  In 
its  review  of  the  Hoover  Visitors  Facility  Program,  the  CRSP  ceiling  has  been 
reexamined  and  re-«stimated  by  major  unit.  The  project  cun-entiy  Is  planned  to 
be  completed  within  the  existing  ceiling.  No  increase  to  the  appropriations 
authorized  is  intended.  Appropriations  authorized  are  $1,347,519,000  (October 
1995)  for  the  Reclamation  portion  of  the  Bonneville  Unit,  Central  Utah  Project 
under  Public  Law  84-485,  Public  Law  92-370,  Public  Law  100-563  and  Public 
Law  102-575.    The  cun-ent  estimate  of  the  comparable  Federal  oljllgatlon  to 
complete  the  authorized  project  is  $1,349,610,000  which  does  not  exceed  the 
appropriation  ceiling  by  more  than  the  amount  of  contingincies  included  in  the 
obligation.   Estimating  data  are  not  firm  enough  to  determine  if  additional 
appropriation  ceiling  is  necessary.  The  situation  will  be  analyzed  periodically  as 
new  precise  data  becomes  avaDable  to  determine  the  impact  of  the  changes. 


Soldier  Creek  Dam,  Strawberry  Reservoir  Enlargement,  and  Collection 
Works  -  Operation  and  maintenance  of  collectlon  system  wBI  continue. 

$1,444,000 

Jordanelle  Dam  -  Monitoring  of  the  dam  during  fUling  of  the  reservoir  will 
continue.  Minor  completion  work  wfll  continue.  Land  condemnation  for 
Mayflower  Stitchlng-Oisen  Neihart  wOi  complete.  $4,755,000 

Upper  Provo  River  Improvements  -  Cooperative  Agreement  for  Upper  Provo 
River  Fishing  Lakes  will  complete.  $2,070,000 

Jacob-Welby  Water  Rights  -  Water  rights  will  be  purchased  for  the  Jacob- 
Welby  exchange.  $1,020,000 

Syar  Tunnel  -  The  contract  for  tunnel  completion  wOl  be  completed.  $3,577,000 

Permanent  Operating  Facilities  -  Contract  will  be  awarded  for  Pennanent 
Operating  Facilities.  Purchase  of  operating  equipment  will  continue.  $     13,000 

Service  Facilities,  Depreciation,  and  Salvage  -  ProvkJes  for  acquisition  of 
computer  and  heavy  work  equipment  partially  offset  by  depreciation  charged  to 
permanent  features  of  the  project  $    700.000 


Total  request 


$13,579,000 
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Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
Dolores  Participating  Project 

Colorado 


Location 


The  project  is  located  in  Montezuma  and  Dolores  Counties  in  southwestern 
Colorado. 


Description 


Authorization 


This  is  a  multipurpose  project  which  will  provide  1 2,750  kilowatts  of  installed 
power  generating  capacity,  8,700  acre-feet  annually  of  municipal  and  Industrial 
water  supplies  including  new  municipal  and  Industrial  supply  for  the  Ute 
Mountain  Ute  Indians.  The  project  will  provide  a  full  water  supply  for  the 
irrigation  of  27,860  acres  of  land  in  the  Dove  Creeic  area  and  7,500  acres 
located  on  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Indian  Reservation  near  Towaoc.  A 
supplemental  supply  will  be  provided  for  26,300  acres  of  presently  irrigated  land. 
Unlng  and  combining  canal  systems  of  the  Montezuma  Valley  Irrigation 
Company  (MVIC)  will  reduce  salt  loading  by  24,500  tons.  Since  irrigation  of 
new  lands  In  the  Dolores  Project  would  increase  salt  loading  50,650  tons,  the 
net  effect  of  the  Dolores  Project  on  salt  loading  would  be  to  add  26,150  tons  of 
salt  to  the  Colorado  River  annually.  Project  benefits  Include  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement.  Crops  grown  In  the  full  service  area  presently  under 
dry  farming  are  pinto  t}eans  and  wheat.  It  is  anticipated  that  with  project  water 
there  will  be  an  increase  In  production  of  alfalfa,  small  grains,  com  and  pasture 
similar  to  the  adjacent  irrigated  lands. 

Public  i^w  90-537.  September  30,  1968;  and  Public  Law  98-569,  October  30, 
1984. 


Land  certification  June  28,  1977. 

Defintte  plan  report       Definite  Plan  Report  approved  July  5,  1977,  first  supplement  approved 
January  8,  1982,  second  supplement  approved  March  24,  1989. 

Benefit-cost  ratio 

as  of  October  1,  1995  Direct  benefits  0.9 


No  change  from  FY  1995  Budget  Justifications. 


Completion  data  The  scheduled  completion  date  is  1998.  which  Is  a  change  from  the  FY  1995 

Budget  Justifications  due  to  a  revised  schedule  for  the  completion  of  Towaoc 
Area  drains  and  the  purchase  of  water  rights.  As  of  September  30,  1994,  the 
project  was  97  percent  complete. 
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Summarized  Hnancial  Data 

Total  Federal  ot)llgatlons 
Reclamation                                              $552,158,000      Allotments  to  9/30/94              $524,120,690 
Recreatlonal/FWL  jy  21.389,000      Allotments  for  FY  1995  2,931.000 

Net  property  and  other  transfers  ,  „,,  o~. 

Federal  participation  -3.410,000      Allotments  to  date  527,051,690 

Non-Federal  participation  -0-      Allotments  for  FY  1996  3,470,000 

Adjustments  2/  7.629.000      Balance  to  complete  3/  $21,636,310 

Total  to  be  allocated  $577,766,000 

1/  Represents  specific  recreation  costs  of  $15,867,000  and  fish  and  wfldiife  mitigation  costs  of 
$4,651,000,  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  costs  of  $871,000. 

2/  Represents  relmbursaljle  Interest  during  construction  of  $3,235,000  for  power,  $4,193,000  for 
municipal  and  industrial  water  facBltles,  and  $201,000  for  salinity  control  at  the  Dolores  authorized 
project  rate  of  6.063  percent. 

3/  Reclamation  is  initiating  discussions  with  the  Dolores  Water  Conservancy  District,  and  other  non- 
Federal  interests  to  determine  the  scope  and  reduce  the  cost  of  work  to  complete  the  project. 

Project  Cost  Allocation 

Allocation  FY  1995  estimate  FY  1996  estimate 

Irrigation  376.020.000  376.830.000 

Power  23,662,000  23,565,000 

k/lunlcipal  and  Industrial  water  17.633,000  17.875.000 

Recreation  15,953.000  15,867,000 

Fish  and  wildlife  88.215,000  76,437.000 

Rood  controll/  3,289,000  0 

Highway  improvement  1.513,000  1.513.000 

Salinity  control  42,734.000  43.413.000 

Other  2/  21.402.000  22.266.000 

Total  $590,421,000  $577,766,000 

1/  Based  on  a  reevaluatlon  of  the  flood  control  purpose  by  an  interagency  team  from  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  and  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  detennined  that  there  are  no 
benefits  associated  with  the  purpose  of  flood  control  for  the  Dolores  Project,  and  therefore,  the  purpose 
should  be  dropped  as  a  project  purpose  and  from  the  cost  allocation.  Utilizing  the  present  cost 
allocation  methodology,  costs  originally  allocated  to  flood  control  have  been  reallocated  to  the 
combined  water  supply  purposes  of  inlgation,  municipal  and  industrial  water,  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement.  This  budget  document  serves  as  notification  of  this  change  in  the  cost  allocation  of  the 
Dolores  Project. 

2/  For  nonreimbursable  cultural  resource  activities  (Public  Law  93-291  and  Public  Law  96-301). 
Increase  Is  due  to  revised  estimates  of  cultural  resource  mitigation  and  completion  of  Anasazi  Heritage 
Center  before  turning  it  over  to  BLM. 
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Cost  allocation 

methodology  The  methodology  of  cost  allocation  has  not  been  modified  from  last  year.  The 

decrease  of  $12,655,000  in  total  costs  Include  revised  contract  estimates  for 
McPhee  Dam  and  Powerplant  Dove  Creel<  Canal  Distribution,  Cortez/Towaoc 
Distribution,  Drains,  and  Dawson  Draw  Dam,  $3,766,777;  revised  estimate  for 
■  '  land  requirements,  $280,000;  revised  estimate  for  minor  and  noncontract  costs 

$1,421,264;  and  facilities  transfer  to  WAP  A,  $7,289,315.  The  decrease  is  offset 
by  Indexing,  $55,356;  and  Interest  during  construction,  $47,000. 

The  allocation  to  irrigation  increased  due  to  revised  estimates  for  the  remaining 
facilities.  The  allocation  to  power  decreased  due  to  revised  estimates.  The 
allocation  to  municipal  and  industrial  water  increased  due  to  revised 
estimates.  The  allocation  to  recreation  decreased  due  to  completed  facilities. 
The  allocation  to  fish  and  wildlife  decreased  due  to  revised  contract  and 
noncontract  costs.  The  allocation  to  flood  control  decreased  due  to  dropping 
It  as  a  project  purpose.  The  allocation  to  salinity  control  increased  due  to 
revised  estimates.  The  allocation  to  other  Increased  due  to  revised  estimate  of 
cultural  resources  and  Indexing. 

Project  Repayment 

Repaid  by  Amount 

Irrigators  $7,425,000 

Power  23,533,000 

M&l  water  17,787,000 

Amount  repaid  by  LCRBDF/UCRBF  12,286,000 

Apportioned  UCRBF  revenue  346.873,000 

CRDF  &  other  funds  607,000 

Ad  Valorem  tax  revenue  16,600,000 

Amount  defen-ed  under  Leavitt  Act    .  5,445,000 

Nonreimbursable  \J  147.210.000 

Total  $577,766,000 

jy  Includes  $15,867,000  recreation  costs,  $76,437,000  fish  and  wfldlife  costs,  $22,266,000  for  cultural 
resources  activities  (Public  Law  96-301).  $1,513,000  highway  improvement  (Public  Law  93-251)  and. 
$31,127,000  for  salinity  control  (consisting  of  $2,930,000  for  nonreimbursable  general  investigation  costs 
under  Public  Law  92-149  and  $28,197,000  for  70  percent  of  the  salinity  control  construction  costs 
(excluding  interest  during  construction)  which  are  nonreimbursable  under  Public  Law  93-320,  section 
205). 

Status  of  repayment 

contract  Repayment  contract  with  Dolores  Water  Conservancy  District  was  executed 

September  23,  1977.  and  validated  September  23,  1977.   Repayment  contract 
with  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Indian  Tribe  was  executed  April  21,  1989. 
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Dolores  Project. 


The  amount  to  be  repaid  by  brigatora  of  $7,425,000  Is  covered  by  contract  with 
the  Dolores  Water  Coh8ervarK:y  District 

The  repayment  o(  power  Investment  will  t>e  accomplished  through  existing 
contracts  tietween  the  Western  Area  Power  Administration  and  the  power  users 
generated  by  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Power  Rate  (Schedule  SUP-FS) 
effective  on  December  1,  1994. 

The  amount  to  be  repaid  for  7,700  acre-feet  of  the  project  municipal  and 
Industrial  supply  of  8,700  acre-feet,  Is  covered  by  an  existing  contract  with 
Dolores  Water  Conservancy  District.  The  remaining  1 ,000  acre-feet  are 
assigned  to  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Indian  Tritje  and  will  be  contracted  for  prior  to 
delivery. 

Public  Law  92-149  and  Public  Law  93-320,  section  205,  as  amended  by  Public 
Law  98-569,  provides  that  30  percent  of  the  salinity  control  construction  costs 
will  be  repaid  by  the  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin  Development  Fund, 
$10,272,000,  with  no  interest  during  construction  because  payment  is  expected 
during  construction,  and  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Fund,  $1,813,000  for 
construction  plus  $201 ,000  for  reimbursat}le  interest  during  construction.  These 
amounts  are  t>ased  on  t>enefits  to  be  derived  by  each  Basin  from  the  use  of 
water  of  Improved  quality,  causes  of  salinity,  and  availability  of  revenues, 
provided  ttiat  costs  allocated  to  the  Upper  Basin  shall  not  exceed  15  percent  of 
the  construction  costs  allocated  to  the  Upper  and  Lower  Basin  Funds,  it  also 
provides  ttiat  all  general  Investigation  costs  ($2,930,000)  and  70  percent  of  all 
other  salinity  ($28,197,000)  costs  will  be  nonreimbursable. 

The  Colorado  River  Development  Fund  (CRDF)  and  other  funds  account 
Includes  $475,000  from  the  CRDF,  $32,000  from  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
(BIA),  and  $100,000  contributed  from  Shell  Oil  Company  toward  construction  of 
Bradfieid  Bridge  and  applied  to  Irrigation  costs.  The  Colorado  River 
Development  Fund  wfll  be  prorated  $56,000  for  municipal  and  industrial  water, 
$32,000  for  power,  and  $387,000  for  irrigation  costs.  The  BIA  funds  will  be 
applied  toward  repayment  of  the  municipal  and  industrial  olsligation  of  the 
Indians. 

The  ad  valorem  tax  revenue  estimate  uses  a  1986  base  ($140,875,000)  to 
project  future  growth  In  the  assessed  valuation  of  the  district. 

Amortization  capacity  of  Indian  Irrigation  -  The  Leavitt  Act  permits  repayment  to 
t>e  deferred  as  long  as  the  larxi  Is  In  Indian-ownership. 
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Irrigation  Investment 
per  acre 


Summary  of  Inlgation  Investment 


Total  Irrigation  Investment/acre 

Repayment  of  Irrigation  Investment 

per  acre  by  Irrigators 

M&l  users 

Power  revenues 

UCRB  revenues 

Ad  Valorem  tax 

CRDF  &  contract  funds 

Indian  Irrigation  (deferred) 

Payment  capacity  per  acre  and/or  acre-foot 

Annual  charges  (per  acre) 
Construction 
Operation  and  Maintenance 


$6,111 

$120 

-0- 

-0- 

5,626 

269 

8 

88 

32.90 


4.20 
28.70 


Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Projectwide  final  environmental  statement  was  filed  with  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  May  9,  1977.  Draft  supplement  to  the  final  environmental 
statement  was  filed  March  2,  1988,  and  final  supplement  to  the  environmental 
statement  was  filed  March  24,  1989. 


Otiier  information 


Appropriation  ceiling 


Funds  to  initiate  advance  planning  were  appropriated  in  FY  1970  and 
construction  in  FY  1977.   Monument  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  related 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  improvement,  and  the  Cortez-Towaoc  Municipal 
and  Industrial  Pipeline  have  been  removed  from  the  funded  program  of  the 
project  as  they  will  be  constructed  by  the  Dolores  Water  Conservancy  District 
and  the  State  of  Colorado. 

Public  l^w  98-569  authorized  salinity  control  as  a  purpose  of  the  Dolores 
Project  and  combines  features  of  the  McElmo  Creek  Unit,  Colorado  River  WatP' 
Quality  Improvement  Program,  with  the  Dolores  Project. 


Appropriations  authorized  are  $1,438,893,000  (Octot>er  1995)  for  this  and  other 
projects  authorized  under  Title  V  of  Public  Law  93-537.  The  projects  authorized 
under  this  title  include.  In  addition  to  Dolores,  Animas-I^  Plata,  Dallas  Creek, 
San  Miguel  and  West  DivkJe.  The  comparat)le  estimated  total  Federal  obligation 
for  these  projects  is  $1,602,366,000  which  exceeds  the  appropriation  ceiling  by 
more  than  the  amount  of  contingencies  included  In  the  ot>ligation  for  the 
completion  of  all  projects.  As  there  are  presently  no  plans  to  commit 
substantial  federal  funds  for  the  San  Miguel  and  the  West  DivUe  projects, 
current  commitments  will  be  held  within  the  existing  ceiling. 
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In  response  to  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  audit  recommendations  in  its 
review  of  the  Hoover  Visitor  Facilities  Program,  the  appropriation  ceiling  for  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  has  been  reexamined  and  re-estinnated  by 
participating  project.   Expenditures  for  work  on  the  Dolores  Project  have 
exceeded  the  indexed  appropriation  cefling  based  on  the  estimated  share  of 
ceiling  established  in  Title  V  of  P.L  90-537  to  the  authorized  participating  units. 
The  proposed  funding  level  for  the  Dolores  Project  is  $3,470,000  for  fiscal  year 
1996,  and  an  estimated  $21,636,310  would  be  required  thereafter  to  complete 
remaining  authorized  project  work.   Current  commitments  and  completed  work 
to  date  are  in  excess  of  the  partitioned  Indexed  ceiling  for  the  Dolores  Project  of 
$113,135,000  (October  1995). 

Based  on  previous  Solicitor  opinions,  appropriation  ceilings  are  not  required  to 
be  partitioned  unless  authorizing  legislation  so  specifies.   In  the  case  of  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project,  the  authorizing  legislation  dW  not  specify 
appropriation  ceilings  by  participating  project   However,  as  a  matter  of  policy, 
these  partitioned  ceilings  are  being  calculated  and  reported  to  Congress. 

The  estimates  used  for  the  ceiling  computation  by  the  separate  Colorado  River 
Storage  Project  participating  units  are  approximate.   Further  analysis  Is  required 
to  refine  these  estimates.  The  situation  will  be  analyzed  periodically  as  new 
data  becomes  available. 


Work  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


McPhee  Dam  and  Powerplant  -  Minor  completion  activities  will  continue  on 
the  McPhee  Dam  and  Powerplant  features.  *     40,000 

Dove  Creek  Distribution  System  -  Minor  completion  activities  will  continue  on 
the  Dove  Creek  Distribution  System  features.  *  200,000 

South  Canal  Distribution  System  -  Minor  completion  activities  will  continue  on 
the  South  Canal  Distribution  System  features.  $     26,000 

Cortez-Towaoc  Distribution  System  -  The  contracts  to  correct  Towaoc  Canal 
Deficiencies  and  constmct  the  Rocky  Ford  Access  Roads  will  be  avrarded. 
Preconstnjction  activities  for  Wetland  Mitigation  will  begin.   Operation  and 
maintenance  activities  during  constmction  will  continue.  $1,704,000 

Drains  -  Preconstnjction  activities  for  Towaoc  Area  Drains  will  begin.  $  185,000 

Other  Project  Costs  -  Cultural  resource  activities  will  continue.  Water  rights  will 
begin  to  be  acquired.  Deficiencies  of  the  Anasazi  Heritage  Center  prior  to 
transfer  to  the  BLM  will  be  completed.  J1,31S,000 


Total  request 


$3,470,000 
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Location 
Detcription 

Authorization 

Land  certification 
DeflnKe  plan  report 


Columbia  Basin  Project 

Washington 

This  project  is  located  in  central  Washington. 

This  is  a  nxitipurpose  project  that  provides  a  power  supply  of  6,494,000 
l(ilowatts  and  a  fiil  water  supply  for  the  irrigation  of  557.530  acres.  The  project 
also  provides  flood  control,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  navigation  benefits. 

Public  Law  409,  August  30,  1936;  and  Public  Law  89-^48,  June  14,  1966, 
authorized  the  TtiM  PowerpianL 

August  11.  1952;  AprI  7, 1976. 

A  summary  planning  report  for  the  previously  authorized  project  facOities  was 
submitted  in  March  1953  and  adopted  in  lieu  of  a  Definite  Plan  Report.  The 
Third  Powerplart  Report  was  approved  March  18,  1968. 


Benefit  cost  ratio 

a*  of  October  1,  1995    Direct  Benefits:  6.0 


Completion  data 


The  benefit-cost  ratio  for  ttie  project  without  the  Third  Powerplant  is  2.0  for 
direct  benefits. 

The  ratios  were  computed  using  the  authorized  interest  rate  of  3  percent  for 
Inigatlon  Fadities  and  3-1/8  percent  for  the  Third  Powerplant.  The  B/C  ratios 
cfianged  from  the  previous  sutxnittal  and  reflect  the  deletion  of  cost  for  the 
development  of  the  secorvJ  half  of  ttie  project. 

A  completion  date  caniKt  be  determined  at  this  time.  Irrigation  drainage 
facilities  are  constructed  as  ttie  need  arises  and  are  scheduled  to  continue  for 
several  years  pending  completion  of  a  drainage  study.   Fish  mitigation  facDities 
are  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  fiscal  year  1998.  All  remaining  woric  on  the 
Third  Powerplant  was  completed  in  fiscal  year  1994.  The  Irrigation  Facilities 
were  99  percertf  complete  as  of  September  30,  1994. 
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Totai  Federal  obligations 
Reclamation 
Other  Federal 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation 
Non-Federal  participation 

Adjustment  1/ 
Total  to  be  allocated 


Summarized  Rnanclal  Data 


$1 ,776, 1 76,944      Allotments  to  9/30/94 
-  0  -      Allotments  for  FY  1 995 


10,913,887 
15,362,000 


Allotments  to  date 
Allotments  for  FY  1996 


47.221.000      Balance  after  FY  1996 


$1,849,673,831 


$1,695,956,098 
4.800.000 


$1,700,756,098 
1,698,000 

73,722,846 


1/      Includes  operation  and  maintenance  of  financed  additions  and  improvements  to  power  and 
multipurpose  facilities;  credits  for  sale  of  property  under  the  Coulee  Dam  Community  Act  of  1957.  and 
minor  adjustments,  ail  of  which  total  $5,834,000.   Interest  during  construction  amounts  to  $41 ,387.000. 


Allocation 

Irrigation 

Power 

Rsh  and  Wildlife 

Rood  Control 

Navigation 

OtherJ^ 

Total 


Project  Cost  Allocation 

FY  1995  estimate 

$3,674,804,000 

1,031,114,944 

119,417,000 

49,466.000 

1,000.000 

4.228.000 

$4,880,029,944 


FY  1996  estimate 

$   752,768,396 

1.032,823.846 

8,081,589 

50,772.000 

1,000,000 

4.228.000 

$1,849,673,831 


1/  Includes  nonreimbursable  expenditures  of  $177,000  for  spillway  flood  lighting  at  Grand  Coulee  Dam; 
$3,685,000  for  cultural  resources  activities;  and  $366,000  for  landslide/ground-water  Investigations  of 
Franklin  County  roads. 


Cott  allocation 
methodology 


Tiie  methodology  of  the  cost  allocation  has  not  been  modified  from  last  year. 
The  allocation  reflects  the  deletion  of  all  costs  associated  with  future  Irrigation 
development  (2nd  half  of  project)  and  associated  purposes.  Accordingly,  the 
Irrigation  allocation  Is  substantially  reduced.  The  power  allocation  increased 
due  to  the  addition  of  fish  hatchery  mitigation  costs,  of  which  power  is  assigned 
a  share. 
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Columbia  Basin  Project 


Proied  Repayment 


Repaid  By 

Irrigators  \J 

PcwwgJ 

Settlement  land  sales 

Non-Federal  contributions  3/ 

Leavitt  Act4/ 

Nonrelmtxjrsable  5/ 

Total 


Amount 

$    73.871,000 

1.676.613,242 

13,304,000 

15.259.000 

6.545.000 

64.081.589 

$1,849,673,831 


^j    The  scheduled  amount  to  be  repaid  on  completed  faclltles  is  covered  by  existing  contracts  with 
project  beneficiaries. 

2/    Power  which  is  in  excess  to  project  needs  is  delivered  to  and  marketed  by  the  Bonneville  Power 
Administration.  Power  for  project  use  wfl  be  repaid  under  existing  and  future  water  user  repayment 
contracts. 

3/     includes  $15,000,000  contribution  by  the  State  of  Washington  to  assist  in  construction  of  Bacon 
Siphon  and  Tunnel  No.  2;  $313,440  contributed  by  the  State  of  Washington  to  assist  in  the  construction 
of  Grand  Coulee  Dam;  and  $48,560  In  miscellaneous  contributions,  less  $103,000  non-Federal 
contribution  allocation  to  flood  control  Included  in  ttie  total  under  footnote  5. 

4/    Cost  allocated  to  Indian  irrigatiorv-the  Leavitt  Act  permits  repayment  to  be  deferred  as  long  as  the 
land  is  Indian  owned. 

5/    Includes  $50,772,000  for  flood  control:  $1,000,000  for  navigation;  $177,000  for  spillway  flood 
lighting;  $8.081 .589  for  fish  and  widlife;  $3,685,000  for  cultural  resources  activities;  and  $366,000  for 
iandslide/ground-water  investigations  of  FranMin  County  roads. 


Status  of  repayment 
contract 


Amendatory  repayment  contracts  were  executed  on  December  18,  1968,  by  the 
three  Columbia  Basin  Inigation  Districts.   Master  water  service  contracts  with 
the  East  and  Quincy  Columbia  Basin  Irrigation  Districts  for  Bacon  Siphon  and 
Tunnel  No.  2  water  were  executed  on  August  27,  1976. 
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Columbia  Basin  Project 


Irrigation  investment 
per  acre 

Summary  of  Irrigation  Investment 

Total  irrigation  investment/acre 

Repayment  of  Irrigation  Investment  per  acre  by 
Irrigators 
Power  revenues 
Indian  Irrigation  (deferred) 
Non-Federal  contribution 
Settlement  land  sales 

Payment  capacity  per  acre  and/or  acre-foot 

Annual  charges  (per  acre) 
Construction 
Operation  and  maintenance 


$1.351 


$    133 

1.155 

12 

27 

24 


$32.73 

2.65 

30.08 


Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Other  infomtation 


Appropriation  ceiling 


A  project  wide  final  environmental  statement  was  filed  with  Council  on 
Errvironmental  Quality,  February  27,  1976.   Final  statement  for  the  Esquatzel 
Coulee,  August  18,  1977.   Finding  of  no  significant  impact  for  Block  26  Laterals, 
June  1,  1981.  Draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  completion  of  the 
project  was  filed  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  Septemtwr  20,  1989, 
a  supplement  to  the  draft  was  filed  September  21,  1993.  Due  to  :ne  uncertainty 
regarding  the  Columbia  and  Snal(e  Rivers  flow  requirements  and  listing  of 
threatened  and  endangered  species,  plans  for  the  final  EIS  have  been 
discontinued. 

irrigation  facilities  iiave  t)een  completed  for  approximately  one-iiaif  of  the  total 
authorized  project  acres.  The  Right  and  Left  Powerplants,  pump  generating 
plant,  and  Third  Powerplant  at  Grand  Coulee  have  tieen  completed  and  are  in 
service. 

Decision  was  made  not  to  develop  the  second  phase  of  the  Columbia  Basin 
Project  wtiich  resulted  In  a  reduction  in  inlgated  acreage. 


Appropriations  celing  language  for  the  Columbia  Basin  Project  applies  to  the 
Third  Powerplant  only. 
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Work  proposed 

for  FY  1996  Drainage  -  A  study  to  assess  the  construction  of  additional  drains  wRI  continue. 

$     354,000 

Deferred  and  Supptemental  -  The  Esquatzel  Eltopla  Bridge,  WB10  Wasteway 
sit  renxvval,  and  WB10  mitigation  wll  t>e  completed.  Constmctlon  of  Burt>anl( 
Pumping  Plant  Bshscteens  wl  be  initiated. 

$1,164,000 

Other  Proied  Coats  •  Provides  for  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes. 

$     180.000 

Total  request  $1,698,000 
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WATER  CONSERVATION/FLOW  AUGMENTATION  PROJECTS: 

1  LEMHI  mVER  BASIN  PROJECT,  IDAHO 

2  YAKIHA  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT,  WASHINGTON 

WATER  ACQUISITION: 

3  WATER  LEASES/STORAGE.BUYBACK 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ACTIVITIES: 

4  SNAKE  RIVER  STUDY 


rttr^t  moKtimlii 


FISH  PASSAGE  AND  PROTECTIVE  FACILITIES: 
5     COLUMBIA  RIVER  BASIN  FAaLHIES 

WATERSHED  ENHANCEMENT  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS: 
REGIONWIDE 


i*>no«T*m 

D^AmuBrr  or  THE  MTmOM 

■uKAu  or  aKUUfunoM 
PACIFIC  NOniHWEST  REGION 


COLUMBIA  AND  SNAKE  RIVER 
SALMON  RECOVERY  PROJECT 


January  1B98 
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Cokanbia  and  Snake  River 
Saknon  Recovery  Proiect 

Idaho.  Oregon,  Mootana,  Washington,  and  Wyoming 

Location  This  proiect  is  located  In  the  Columbia  River  drainage  in  the  states  of  Idaho, 

Oregon.  Montana,  Washington,  and  Wyoming. 

Description  The  dedlrw  in  poptiations  of  salmon  in  the  Columbia  River  Basin  is  one  of  the 

most  pressing  envirorvnental  arxl  economic  issues  facing  the  Northwest.  In 
Decemt)er  1991.  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Services  (NMFS)  listed  the  Snake 
River  sodceye  salmon  as  endangered,  and  in  May  1992,  the  Snake  River 
spring/summer  and  fall  chlrrook  were  listed  as  threatened.   Streamflow 
conditions  in  the  l-ower  Snake  and  Columbia  Rivers  are  critical  to  salmon 
migratkxi.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  one  of  several  agencies  that  operate 
dams  and  water  projects  on  the  Columbia  and  Snake  Rivers,  and  is  taking 
several  actions  to  comply  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and  to  akJ  in 
salmon  survival. 

Authorization  Endangered  Species  Act,  Publk:  Law  93-205.  dated  December  28.  1973. 

Land  certification  None  required 

Definite  plan  report       None  requtred. 

Benefit  cost  ratio 

■•  of  October  1,  1995    Not  applicabte  since  benefits  are  Intangible. 


Completion  data 


The  protect  Is  schediied  for  completkxi  In  FY  1999.  The  project  Is  6  percent 
complete  as  of  September  30,  1994. 


Total  Federal  obligations 
Redarruition 
Other  Federal 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participatkxi 
Non-Federal  participation  jy 

AdjustrT>ents 

Total  to  be  allocated 


Financial  Data 

161 ,226,000      Allotments  to  9/30/94 
-0-      Allotment  for  FY  1995 


-  0  -      Allotments  to  date 
3,225,000      Allotment  for  FY  1996 


$  1,999,613 
5.600.000 


7,599.613 
15.000.000 


JL 


$64,451,000      Balance  to  complete 
1/  Funding  provkjed  by  states,  water  users,  and  ulllty  rate  payers. 


$38,626,387 
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Columbia  and  Snake  River  Salmon  Recovery  Project 


Project  Cost  Alloeation 

AHoeatlon  FY  199S  eaMmate  FY  1966  eeMmate 

Fish  and  wMMe  $31,575,000  $64,451.0002/ 

Tata  $31,575,000  $64,451,000 

2/  Change  In  estimated  costs  reflects  a  refomiulation  of  the  project  to  Include  Increased  water 
acquisition  as  the  result  of  an  Increased  role  for  Reclamation  under  the  Biological  Opinion  Issued  in 
1994. 

Project  Repayment 

ReoaMBv  Amount 

Non-Federal  contritMJtIons  3.225.000 

Non-reMxirsable  61  ■226.000 

JOtat  $64,451,000 

Status  of  repayment 

contracts  None  required. 

irrigation  investment 

per  acre  Not  applicable. 

Status  NEPA 

compliance  Applicable  NEPA  documentation  will  be  completed  before  Individual  actions  are 

undeitakea 

Appropriation  ceiling 

Not  applicable. 


Construction  -  236 


567 

. . .  Columbia  and  Snake  River  Salmon  Recovery  Project 


Work  proposed 

for  FY  1096  Water  Coneervation/Flow  Augmentation  -  One  contract  on  tlie  L^miii  River 

basin  Project  wll  continue  and  one  contract  wfll  be  completed  on  both  tiie  l^mhi 
River  Basin  and  on  the  Yaldma  River  Basin  Project.  $  3,000,000 

Water  Acquisition  -  Contracts  for  water  purchase,  leases  and  storage  buybaci< 
will  continue.  $10,132,000 

Environmentai  Activities  -  Snake  River  Study  and  EIS  work  will  continue. 

$  1,000,000 

Hsh  Passage  and  Protective  Facilities  -  One  contract  for  fish  screens  will 
complete  and  three  new  contracts  for  fish  screens  will  be  awarded. 

$     717,000 

Watershed  Enhancement  Demonstration  Projects  -  A  contract  for  a  watershed 
enliancement  demonstratkxi  project  will  be  awarded.  $    250.000 

Total  program  $15,099,000 

Total  nonFederal  noncasli  contribution  .  -99.000 

Total  request  $15,000,000 
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Endangered  Species  Conservation/Recovery  Pro|ecls 

Arizona,  Cailomia,  Nevada 

Location  These  projects  are  located  at  various  sites  within  the  Colorado  River  Basin  in 

Arizona,  souttiem  CalVomia,  and  southern  Nevada. 

DeMTiptlon  This  program  provides  for  the  development  and  implementation  of  projects  for 

the  preservation,  conservation,  and  recovery  of  endangered,  threatened, 
proposed,  and  candidate  species  tiiat  are  resident  or  migratory  to  habitats 
within  tiie  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin.   Princlpai  endangered  and  proposed 
species  include  tt\e  razort>ack  sucl(er,  txxiytaD  chub,  Colorado  squawfish, 
Yunw  dapper  rail,  bald  eagle,  and  southwestern  willow  flycatcher.  Specific 
projects  include  the  rearing  of  endangered  fish  In  isolated  coves  on  Lal<e 
Mohave,  l^ke  Havasu,  and  Lake  Mead;  rehabilitating  backwaters  along  the 
lower  Colorado  River  for  erxJangered  fish  rearing  and  wetlarxJ  improvements 
for  several  species;  constructkxi  of  rearing  ponds  (e.g.  on  Colorado  River 
Indian  and  Hualapal  Reservatkjns)  for  endangered  fish;   retrofitting  of  cold 
water  hatcheries  to  warm  water  capabBitles  (e.g.  Willow  Beach  National  Fish 
l-latchery  and  Lake  Mead  State  Hatchery,  Nevada);  and  rehabilitation  of 
But)bling  PorxJs  State  Hatchery,  Arizona.  The  recovery  of  the  Yuma  clapper 
rai  wU  be  accelerated  ttvough  the  restoratk>n  of  wetland  i^bltats  along  the 
Colorado  River.  wRh  special  emphasis  on  partnerships  with  the  four  NattoruU 
Wildlife  Refuges.  Status  of  ttie  wSlow  flycatcher  and  other  neotropical  migrants 
will  be  Improved  through  the  restoration  of  native  willow  and  cottonwood 
riparian  habitats  along  the  Colorado  River  and  tributaries.  Restoration  of  native 
wedand-riparian  habitats  wll  assist  In  preventing  the  listing  of  several  candkJate 
species.  Improvements  in  ttie  status  of  raptors  can  be  accomplished  through 
nestwatch  programs  for  ttie  bakj  eagle. 


Authorization 
Land  certification 
Definite  plan  report 


Benefit  cost  ratio 
at  of  OctolMT  1, 1995 

Completion  data 


Public  Law  93-205,  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amerxled. 

None  required. 

Projects  for  Individual  species  and  critical  habitat  have  been  or  will  be 
developed  as  necessary. 

Not  appltoatiie  since  benefits  are  Litangltjle. 

There  are  numerous  erviangered  and  threatened  species  in  the  Colorado  River 
Basin.  This  program  as  currently  kJentified  is  expected  to  complete  in 
FY  2000;  however,  given  ttte  number  of  candkJate  species  and  the  potential  for 
addltlorul  consultatkxis  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the  ultimate 
completk>n  date  for  the  project  cannot  be  determined. 
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Endangered  Species 


Summarized  Rnanclal  Data 


Total  Federal  obligations 

Reclamation 

$10,936,000 

Aliotmerrts  to  9/30/94 

$-0- 

Other  Federal 

-0- 

Aiiotments  for  FY  1995 

1.454.000 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 

Federal  participation 

-0- 

Allotments  to  date 

1.454.000 

Non-Federal  participation 

9.482.000 

Aiiotments  for  FY  1996 

2.170.000 

Adjustment 

Total  to  be  allocated 

$20,418,000 

Balance  to  complete 

$7,312,000 

Project  Repayment 


RepaM  By 


Nonreimbursatile 
Non-Federal  contributions 
Total 

Status  of  repayment 

contract  Not  applicable. 


Amount 

$10,936,000 

9.482,000 

$20,418,000 


irrigation  Investment 
per  acre 

Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Other  Information 


Not  applicable. 


Individual  NEPA  compliance  documents  will  be  prepared  before  construction  Is 
initiated.   Construction  activities  currently  scheduled  would  be  covered  by 
categorical  exclusions  or  environmental  assessments. 

This  program  wBi  further  the  purposes  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  by 
developing  arxl  Implementing  actions  that  conserve,  sustain,  and  assist  in  the 
recovery  of  endangered,  threatened,  proposed,  and  candidate  species  in  the 
Lower  Colorado  River  Basin.  Work  wiii  include  early  ecosystem  interventions  on 
native  fish  species  to  avoid  the  need  to  list  these  species  as  endangered  or 
threatened.  Critical  habitats  wHI  be  designated  at  various  sites  along  the 
Colorado  River. 
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Endangered  Species 


Appropriation  celling    Not  applicable. 

Wor1(  proposed 

for  FY  1996  Construction  wll  begin  for  the  installation  of  the  Hualapal  Rearing  Facllty  and 

the  Roosevelt  Lake  Razort>ack  Sucker  Rearing  Facility.  Work  wSI  continue  on 
the  constructkxi  of  addUonal  erxJangered  fish  rearing  coves  on  l^kes  Mead, 
Mohave,  and  Havasu,  and  additkinal  backwaters  along  the  lower  Colorado  River 
and  degraded  ripariarvwetland  habitats  wil  be  renovated.  Also  continuing  are 
major  phases  on  the  retrofit  of  WIlow  Beach  Hatchery  and  the  rehabDttation  of 
Bubt)ling  Ponds  l-latcfiery.  Monitoring  of  bald  eagles  will  continue. 

$  4,340,000 

Non-FedenI  contributions  $-2.170.000 

Tout  request  $  2,170,000 
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ENDANGERED  SPEOES  RECOVERY  IMPLEMENTATION  PROGRAM 
1     ROQUERIVERBASM,  OREGON 


uarMCLMMnoM 


PAOnC  NORTHWEST  REOHN 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  RECOVERY 

IMPLEMENTATION  PROGRAM 

January  1908 
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Endangered  Species  Recovery  Implementation  Program 

Idaho,  Montana,  Oregon,  Washington 

Location  Activities  are  located  In  the  states  of  Idaho,  Montana,  Oregon,  and  Washington. 

Description  Redamatlon,  as  a  principal  operator  of  Federal  water  projects  In  the  Pacific 

Northwest,  is  designated  as  a  cooperative  participant  In  recovery  measures  to 
minimize  the  potential  effects  of  Reclamation  actions  upon  listed  or  candidate 
species  and  reduce  the  potential  for  more  stringent  requirements  being 
Imposed  upon  Reclamation  projects  as  a  result  of  formal  consultation  pursuant 
to  section  7(a)(2)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  This  program  will  Identify 
and  undertake  activities  to  recover  and  conserve  listed  and  candidate  species 
at  existing  Redamatlon  pnsjects  throughout  the  Pacific  Northwest  Region. 

Authorization  Public  Law  93-205.  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973.  as  amended. 

Land  certification  None  required. 


Definite  plan  report       Not  applicable. 

Benefit  cost  ratio 

as  of  October  1,  1995    Not  applicable  since  benefits  are  Intangible. 


Completion  data 


The  Rogue  River  Basin  program  is  scheduled  for  completion  In  FY  2000.  The 
ultimate  completion  date  for  the  project  has  not  been  determined. 


Total  Federal  obligations 
Reclamation  jy 
Other  Federal 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation 
Non-Federal  participation 

Adjustment 

Total  to  be  allocated 


Summarized  Hnanciai  Data 


To  be  determined      Allotments  to  9/30/94 
TBO      Allotments  for  FY  1995 


TBD      Allotments  to  date 
TBD      Allotments  for  FY  1996 


TBD      Balance  to  complete 


-0- 


-0- 
170,000 


TBD 


1/    Total  cost  and  non-Federal  participation  not  yet  determined.  Cun'ent  estimate  of  total  cost  Is 
$5,200,000.  Project  cost  allocations  and  plans  for  project  repayment  wfll  tte  developed  as  planning 
activities  are  completed. 
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status  cfNEPA 
eompUance 

OltMr  infornwtion 


Individual  NEPA  compliance  documents  w31  tie  prepared  before  construction  Is 
Initiated. 

Although  the  primary  focus  of  activities  for  which  funds  are  tieing  requested  in 
fiscal  year  1996  are  in  the  State  of  Oregon,  efforts  wBI  corrtinue  to  Identify  and 
cooperate  In  recovery  and  conservation  activities  at  Redamatlon  facilities 
throughout  the  region  as  necessary. 


Appropriation  celling      Not  applicable. 


Work  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


Provides  for  Initiation  of  designs  and  preconstructlon  activities  to  modify  fish 
screen  and  ladder  structures  at  six  diversions  in  the  Rogue  River  Basin  to 
protect  anadromous  and  resident  fisheries  and  improve  passage  conditions. 


Total  request 


$    170,000 
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COLORADO 

1.  ri»h  PossoQe  Structure  ot  Redlonds  Onwnion  Oom 

2.  rah  Possoga  Structure  at  the  Price/Stubb  Diversion  Oom 

UTAH 

3.  Hobitot  Restorolioo  Site  Middle  Creen  River 


KMmcNT  V  nc  iHTcnoi 
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uatto  nam 
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Muu  or  idUMiii 

tPPCR  CtLORAK  REGION 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES 
RECOVERY  IHPLEHENTATION  PROGRAH 

JWUMT  1999 
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ifndangerad  Species 
Recovery  linplementatlon  Program 

Upper  Colorado  Region 
Various  States 

Location  The  project  is  iocated  in  the  states  of  the  Upper  Colorado  Region  which  Includes 

Arizona,  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Texas,  Utah,  and  Wyoming. 

Description  This  program  provides  for  studies  to  identify  erxjangered  species  population  size, 

population  distribution,  food  supply,  and  available  habitat  it  also  provides  for 
construction  activities  which  will  Include  habitat  improvements  by  modifications 
of  existing  diversion  and  other  dams,  and  water  right  purchases  to  ensure  the 
recovery  of  endangered  species. 

Authorization  Endangered  Species  Act,  Public  Law  93-205,  dated  December  28,  1973. 

Authority  for  tfie  development  and  improvement  of  wildlife  resources  Is  also 
provided  by  Section  3  (a)  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  of  1946. 

Land  certification        None  required. 

Definite  plan  report     Program  for  individual  species  and  critical  habitat  will  be  developed  as 
necessary. 

Benefit-cost  ratio 

as  of  Octotier  1,  1995  Not  applicable  since  benefits  are  intangible. 


Completion  data 


Completion  of  project  depends  on  willingness  of  all  partners  to  share  In  the 
financing. 


Summarized  Rnanclal  Data 


Total  Program  jy 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation 
Non-Federal  participation 

Adjustments 

Total  to  be  allocated 


TBD 

Allotments  to  9/30/94 
Allotments  for  FY  1995 

$        -0- 

5.199i000 

TBD 
TBD 

Allotments  to  date 
Allotments  for  FY  1996 

Balance  after  FY  1996 

5,198,000 
6,373,000 

TBD 

$60,395,000 

jy  Federal  and  non-Federal  participation  not  yet  determined.  Current  estimate  of  total  cost  is  without 
substantial  non-Federal  cost  sharing.  Federal  funding  will  be  limited  In  future  years.  Reclamation  wfll 
work  with  partners  this  year  to  develop  a  cost  sharing  package  in  time  for  the  FY  1997  budget. 
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Endangered  Species 


Status  of  repayment 

contract  Not  applicable. 


Irrigation  Investment 
per  acre 

Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Otlier  information 


Not  applicable. 


Environmental  assessments  are  scheduled  to  be  completed  as  follows: 
Redlands  Rsh  Passage  In  January  1995,  Yampa  River  Studies  In  September 
1995,  and  Grand  Valley  Water  Management  In  September  1996. 


Reclamation  has  been  Involved  in  Recovery  Implementation  Plan  activities  since 
1988.  Initial  funding  has  been  provided  by  Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
revenues. 


Appropriation  celling 


Work  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


Not  applicable. 


Recovery  Program  -  Management  of  endangered  species  activities  will 
continue  within  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  to  recover  four  species  of 
endangered  fish.  $200,000 

Restoration  of  Rsh  Passage  -  A  contract  wHI  be  awanjed  for  construction  to 
modify  the  Price  Stubb  Diversion  Dam  to  allow  passage  of  migrating 
endangered  species  Into  the  Colorado  River  up  stream  of  the  Grand  Valley. 
Constnjction  of  the  Redlands  Rsh  Passage  will  continue.  $  510,000 

Yampa  River  Water  Development  -  Preconstruction  activities  wfll  continue  on 
tfie  Elkfiead  Enlargement  $2,265,000 

15  Mile  Reach  Development  -  Preconstruction  activities  will  continue. 

$  485,000 

Habitat  Restoration  -  A  contract  wHI  be  awarded  for  the  development  of  habitat 
sites.  Land  acquisition  activities  wDI  continue.  $1,300,000 

Endangered  Fish  Augmentation  -  A  contract  will  be  awarded  to  construct 
Endangered  Fish  Augmentation  FacRltles.  $1.613.000 


Total  request 


$6,373,000 
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CANADA 


ARIZONA 
Fort  McDowell  Indian  Community 
Gilo  River  Indion  Community 
Uttle  Colorado 

(Novajo-Hopi-San  Juan  Poiute) 
Navajo 

Son  Carlos  Indian  Reservation 
Chui  Chu 
Southern  Arizona  Water  Rights 

Settlement  Act  (SAWRSAf 


CAUFORNIA 

8  San  Luis  Rey 

9  Torres-Mortinez 

10  Owens  Valley 

11  Soboba 


12    Southern  Utes/Ute 
Mountain  Utes 


IDAHO 
13   Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation 
H   Fort  Hoi  I 
IS  Nez  Perce  Indian  Reservation 


MONTANA 

16  Blockfeet  Indian  Reservation 

17  Crow  Indian  Reservation 

18  Fort  Belknap 

19  Northern  Cheyenne  Indian  Reservation 

20  Rocky  Boys  Indian  Reservation 

NEVADA 

21  Fallon 

22  Pyramid  Lake 
13  Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservotion 

23  Las  Vegas  Paiute 

NEW  MEXICO 

24  Aamodt 

(Pueblos-Nambe.  Pojooque, 
San  lldefonso,  Tesuque) 
Zi  Jicaril  la  Apache  Reservation 
28  Pueblo  of  Taos 

27  Pueblo  of  Zuni  and  Ramah 

Navajo 

28  Pueblos   of  Acomo  and 

Laguna 

29  Pueblos    of  Zia,  Jemez,  and 

Santo  Ana 

30  San  Juan  Pueblos 


GULF 
OF  MEXICO 


OREGON 

31  Warm  Springs  Reservation 

UTAH 

32  Shivwits  Paiute  Indian  Reservation 

33  Uintah  and  Ouray  Utes 


WYOMING 
23  Wind  RWer  Indian  Reservation 


oBiMRHOir  or  nc  antmi 
mjmMt  or  mamnnm 

WUMMRIH.  O.C 

INDIAN  WATER  RIGHTS 

SETTLEMENTS  NEGOTIATION 

AND  IMPLEMENTATION 
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INDIAN  WATER   RIGHTS   PROGRAM 

The  Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement  funds  support  selected  Reclamation  activities 
associated  with  the  administration  of  Tribal/Individual  Tribal  Members  Trust  assets 
managed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

The  activities  include  development  of  water  right  claims  for  reserved  water  entitlement, 
coordiriation  of  execution  of  Reclamation  policies  and  procedures  goveming  the 
Secretary's  Indian  Trust  responsibility;  establishment  of  an  outreach  program  to  Tribes  In 
accordance  with  appllcat)le  section  of  Reclamation's  implementation  plan,  and  providing 
resources  for  the  training  of  Reclamation  employees  and  members  of  selected  Indian 
Tribes. 

Consistent  with  the  President's  policy  of  April  1994,  the  FY  1996  request  Includes  vital 
programs  in  support  of  Native  Americans  self-goveming  and  their  self-determination 
efforts.   Funding  for  implementation  of  Indian  water  rights  settlements  is  contained  in  the 
Department's  Land  arxJ  Water  Settlement  Fund.  The  exceptions  are:  1)  funds  for  Indian 
water  rights  settlement  activities  that  are  included  in  the  requests  for  larger, 
multi-purpose  projects;  2)  O&M  costs  authorized  by  law  (e.g..  Ak  Chin);  and  3)  funds  for 
Implementation  activities  In  which  Reclamation's  role  is  relatively  low  cost. 

In  FY  1996,  funds  for  implementation  of  the  following  activities  are  requested  in  the 
Department's  Land  and  Water  Settlement  Fund:   Southem  Arizona  Water  Rights 
Settlement  Act  ($3.0  million),  and  the  Navajo  Indian  Irrigation  Project  (NIIP)  ($34.2 
mDlion). 

GENERAL  ADMINISTRATION 

This  activity  funds  the  coordination  of  Reclamation's  role  in  negotiations  and 
implementation  for  Indian  water  rights  settlements.  These  activities  involve  Reclamation 
personnel  located  throughout  the  17  westem  states.  The  Native  American  Affairs  Office 
In  Washington  D.C.  serves  as  the  focal  point  for  these  negotiations  related  to  Indian 
water  rights  claims  and  settlements.  It  will  also  provide  for  workshops  and  other  special 
initiatives  of  benefit  to  Indian  tribes. 

NEGOTIATIONS 


Location 


Various  States 


Description  Ongoing  activities  wDI  consist  of  participation  on  negotiating  teams  and  the  performance 
of  technical  studies  and  the  gathering  and  technical  analysis  of  data  that  will  assist  in  the 
negotiations.  The  following  negotiations  are  ongoing: 

Aamodt  -  New  Mexico 

Acoma  -  Laguna  Pueblo  -  New  Mexico 

Blaclcfeet  -  Montana 

Chui  Chu  -  Arizona 

Crow  -  Montana 

Ducic  Valley  -  Oregon 

Fort  Beiltnap  •  Montana 

Gila  River  Indian  Community  -  Arizona 
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Indian  Watw  Rights  Program 


Jenwz  -  New  Mexico 

Lu  Vegas  Paiute  -  Nevada 

Nava|o/Hopi  (Uttle  Coiorado)  -  Arizona 

Nez  Perce  -  Idalio 

Owens  Vailey  -  California 

Roclty  Boys  •  Montana 

Saboba  •  Caiifomia 

Santa  Anna  -  New  Mexico 

San  Juan  Pueblo  -  New  Mexico 

Taos  •  New  Mexico 

Warm  Springs  -  Oregon 

Shivwits  Paiute  •  Arizona 

Zuni  Pueblo  and  Ramah  Band  (Navajo)  -  New  Mexico 

Zia  Pueblo  -  New  Mexico 

IMPLEMENTATION 

Location  Various  States 

* 
Description       The  Bureau  of  Redamatlon  has  Implementation  respcnslbOity  only  to  the  extent  that  the 
work  is  specifically  directed,  Is  Included  within  larger,  ongoing  Constnjctlon  projects,  or 
Is  of  a  low-cost  nature.  Some  examples  follow: 

SAWRSA  •  Arizona 
San  Luis  Rey  -  California 
Fort  McDowell  -  Caiifomia 
Fort  Hail  -  Idaho 
Northern  Cheyenne  -  Montana 
Uintah  and  Ouray  Utes  •  Utah 
Southern  Utes  -  Coiorado 
Ute  Mountain  Utes  •  Colorado 
Jicariila  -  New  Mexico 
San  Carlos  •  Arizona 
Fallon  -  Nevada 
Pyramid  Laice  -  Nevada 
Wind  RWer  •  Wyoming 

Summarized  Hnancial  Data 


FY  1995  allotment 

$3,175,000 

FY  1996  request 

$4,357,000 

Prior  year  funds 

919,867 

-0- 

Other  Federal  participation  1/ 

$2,279,900 

Other  Federal  participation 

$3,000,000 

FY  1995  total  program 

$6,372,867 

FY  1996  total  program 

$7,357,000 

±/  Implementation  funding  Included  In  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  budget.  Not  Included  In  this  total  is 
$26.1  mUlion  In  FY  1995  and  $34.2  million  In  FY  1996  for  the  Navajo  Indian  Inlgation  Project. 
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BIA  Funded  Pfograms 
Indian  Water  RlgMs  Settlement  Prajeds 

Arizona 

SoultMm  ArtvNW  Water  Righte  Settlement  Act 

LocatkMi:      This  pro|ect  is  authorized  t>y  the  Souttiem  Arizona  Water  Settlement  Act  of  1982  and  is 

located  In  the  San  Xavler  and  Schuk  Toak  Districts  of  the  Tohono  O'odham  IMation  in  Pima 
County,  Arizona. 

Work  Scheduled,  FY  1996: 

Schuk  Toak  New  Farm 

Design  of  the  new  farm  wW  be  completed.  $2,919,000 

San  Xavier  Extetlng  Farm  Rehabiltatkyi 

Draign  of  ttie  bank  stabilization  and  sinkhole  lnyestlgatk>r\s  wfll  t>e  completed.  $    55,000 

San  Xavier  New  Farm 

Minor  activities  associated  with  assisting  thie  Tolx>no  O'odham  Natk>n  and  the  San  Xavier 
District  resolve  tiwir  legal  concerns  over  their  relative  water  rights  wfll  continue.  t     26.000 

Totel:  $3,000,000 

Method  of  Financing 

FY  1995  Reclamation  Allotnient     $           O            FY  1996  Reclamation  Request  $           0 

Other  Federal  Contributions"         3.505.000            Other  Fed  Contributions"  3.000.000 

FY  1995  Total  Program                 $3,505,000             FY  1996  Total  Program  $3,000,000 


'"    Funds  allocated  from  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  under  the  Deiiariment  of  the  Interior  Appropriatk>n. 
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Los  Angeles  Area  Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse  Project 

California 

Location  This  project  Is  located  in  l.os  Angeles  County,  California. 

Detcription  This  project  consists  of  three  units,  the  West  Basin  Water  Recycling  Project. 

East  Valley  Water  Redaniatlon  Project,  and  Terminal  Island  Project. 

The  West  Basin  Water  Recycling  Project  will  annually  use  about  70,000  acre-feet 
of  wastewater  from  the  existing  Los  Angeles  Hyperion  Wastewater  Treatment 
Plant  that  will  be  pumped  to  a  recycling  facility  for  further  treatment  and 
distribution  for  various  uses  including  Industrial  process  water,  urt>an  irrigation, 
and  for  prevention  of  seawater  Intrusion  Into  the  local  groundwater  basin. 

The  East  Valley  Water  Reclamation  Project  will  use  the  existing  Tillman 
Wastevrater  Treatment  Plant  as  the  source  water  for  the  project,  which  has  been 
split  Into  two  phases.   During  the  first  phase,  facilities  will  be  constructed  to 
enable  initial  spreading  of  10,000  acre-feet  per  year  using  existing  spreading 
grounds  for  groundwater  recharge.  The  amount  of  reclaimed  water  spread  will 
be  increased  during  this  phase  of  operation  If  approved  by  regulatory  agencies, 
pending  their  review  and  evaluation  of  monitoring  results.   During  the  second 
phase,  additional  facilities  will  be  constructed  to  convey  reclaimed  water  to 
other  spreading  grounds  to  increase  spreading  capacity  and  to  enable  the  use 
of  reclaimed  water  for  industrial  and  irrigation  purposes.   Upon  completion,  the 
project  will  use  35,000  acre-feet  of  reclaimed  water  per  year.  The  project 
consists  of  the  construction  of  13  miles  of  large-diameter  pipe,  a  2-milllon-gallon 
storage  tank,  and  pump  stations. 

The  Terminal  Island  Project  will  annually  use  about  15,000  acre-feet  of 
reclaimed  water  from  the  existing  Terminal  Island  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant  In 
the  Los  Angeles  harbor  area  for  landscape  irrigation,  industrial  process  water, 
and  a  sea  water  intrusion  barrier.  The  project  consists  of  additional  treatment 
facilities  and  the  distribution  system. 

The  water  reused  by  the  three  units  of  this  project  will  reduce  the  need  for 
water  importations  from  Mono  Lal<e/Owens  Valley,  northem  Califomia,  and  the 
Colorado  River.  The  project  will  also  decrease  the  wastewater  discharge  into 
the  Santa  Monica  Bay,  thereby  supplementing  efforts  to  clean  up  the  tiay. 


Authorization 
l^nd  certification 
Definite  plan  report 


Public  Law  102-575,  October  30,  1992. 
None  required. 
None  required. 


Benefit  cost  ratio 

as  of  October  1,  1995    No  benefit-cost  ratio  was  required  during  authorization  of  the  project. 

Compietion  data  West  Basin  Water  Recycling  Project  -  The  project  is  scheduled  for  completion  in 

1998. 

East  Valley  Water  Reclamation  Project  -  Phase  1  of  the  project  is  scheduled  for 
completion  in  1998.   Phase  2  is  scheduled  to  begin  in  FY  2000  with  completion 
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LA  Water  Reclamation  Reuse  Project 


In  2002.  Phase  1  completion  was  delayed  2  years  while  the  City  determined 
construction  alignments  and  completed  Callfomia  regulatory  requirements. 
Phase  2  is  delayed  until  results  from  Phase  l  are  available  for  regulatory  agency 
usage. 

Terminal  Island  Project  -  The  project  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  2002.  This 
project  has  been  added  to  the  scope  of  woric  from  that  shown  In  FV  1995 
Budget  Justifications. 


Total  Federal  obligations 
Reclamation 
Other  Federal 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation 
NorvFederal  participation^ 

Adjustment 

Total  to  be  allocated 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 


$  68,120,000      Allotments  to  9/30/94 
-  0  -      Allotments  for  FY  1995 


-  0  -      Allotments  to  date 
204,360,000      Allotments  for  FY  1996 


$272,480,000      Balance  to  complete 


$  5,250,000 
8.250.000 


$13,500,000 
9,300,000 

$45,320,000 


1/  Includes  cost  sharing  of  $150,120,000  from  the  West  Basin  Municipal  Water  District  for  the  West 
Basin  Water  Recycling  Project,and  $54,240,000  from  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  for  the  East  Valley  Water 
Reclamation  Project  and  Terminal  Island  Project 


Project  Cost  Allocation 
Allocation  FY  199S  estimate 

Municipal  and  industrial  water  $252,000,000 


FY  1996  estimate 
$272,480,000 


Cost  allocation 
methodology 


An  increase  in  the  total  project  cost  of  $20,480,000  results  primarily  from  the 
addition  of  the  Terminal  Island  Project 


Repaid  bv 

Nonreimbursat}le  jy 


Project  Repayment 


Amount 

$272,480,000 


1/  Includes  nonreimbursable  costs  of  $68,120,000  provided  by  the  Federal  govemment  as  grants, 
$150,120,000  from  the  West  Basin  Municipal  Water  District,  and  $54,240,000  from  the  C 
Ity  of  Los  Angeles. 


Construction  -256 


585 


LA  Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse  Project 


Status  of  repayment 
contract 


Irrigation  investment 
per  acre 

Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Other  information 


A  repayment  contract  will  not  be  required.  Grants  were  awarded  to  the  West 
Basin  Municipal  Water  District  for  the  West  Basin  Water  Recycling  Project  and 
the  city  of  Los  Angeles  for  the  East  Valley  Water  Reclamation  Project   In  fiscal 
year  1996  a  grant  will  be  awarded  to  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  for  the  Terminal 
Island  Project 


Not  applicatile. 


West  Basin  Water  Recycling  Project  -  The  Rndings  of  No  Significant  Impact 
(FONSI)  was  completed  in  Febmary  1994.  The  State  of  California's 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  compliance  process  was  completed  in 
July,  1991. 

East  Valley  Water  Reclamation  Project  -  The  FONSI  was  completed  in 
November  1994.  The  CEQA  compliance  process  was  completed  in  July  1991. 

Terminal  Island  Project  -  NEPA  documentation  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  by 
October  1995.  The  CEQA  compliance  process  Is  scheduled  to  be  completed 
by  October  1995. 

Funds  were  first  appropriated  for  the  project  In  FY  1994.  Reclamation  will  fund 
25  percent  of  the  total  project  costs.  Grants  for  two  projects  were  awarded  in 
FY  1994. 


Appropriation  ceiling     An  appropriation  ceiling  was  not  included  In  the  authorizing  legislation. 


Work  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


West  Basin  -  Grant  work  will  continue  on  construction  of  the  treatment  plant, 
new  distribution  pipelines,  extension  of  existing  pipelines,  and  the  desalting 
portion  of  the  treatment  plant  Grant  administrative  costs 
will  continue.  $  10,070,000 

East  Valley  -  Grant  wori(  will  continue  for  designs  and  construction  of  the 
pump  station  and  pipeline  to  spreading  basins  will  begin.  Grant  administrative 
costs  will  continue.  $  6,700,000 

Terminal  Island  -  Grant  work  will  begin  for  designs  and  construction  of 

treatment  and  distribution  facilities.  Grant  administrative  costs 

will  continue.  $     500,000 


Non-Federal  contributions 
Total  request 


$-  7.970.000 
$  9,300,000 
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Location 


DMcription 


Authorization 


Land  certification 


Daflnite  plan  report 


md-Dakota  Rural  Water  System 

South  Dal(Ota 

Hie  Mid-Dakota  Rural  Water  System  project  area  Includes  all  or  portions  of  the 
10  South  Dakota  counties  of  Beadle.  Buffalo,  Hand.  Hughes,  Hyde,  Jeraukj, 
Potter,  SantXMTi,  Spink,  and  Sully.  The  project  area  covers  approximately  7.000 
square  miles  of  the  State  of  South  Dakota  (roughly  10  percent  of  the  total  land 
area  of  the  entire  State).  The  project  area  extends  approximately  125  miies  from 
Its  western  boundary  along  the  Missouri  River  to  its  eastern  boundary  of  the 
Beadle  County  and  Kingsbury  County  division  line.  The  system  extends  from  Its 
northem-nfKwt  boundary  of  Potter  County  for  a  distance  of  approximately  80 
mies  to  Its  southern-most  boundary  of  Sanbom  County. 

The  MW-Dakota  Rural  Water  System  will  provkje  treated  Missouri  River  water  to 
,  rural  and  municipal  residents  in  central  South  Dakota  through  a  system  of 
pumps,  storage  tanks,  and  a  network  of  buried  pipe.  The  project  will  utilize 
water  pumped  from  an  intake  incorporated  into  existing  Corps  of  Engineer 
facilities  in  the  power  house  at  Oahe  Dam.  The  project  Is  designed  to  bring  a 
dependable  supply  of  good-quality  drinking  water  to  more  than  29,000  people 
and  more  than  600,000  head  of  livestock.  More  than  2,600  rural  water  users 
and  23  cities  have  pakj  good  Intention  fees  to  be  included  in  the  system. 

A  wetland  component  is  included  in  the  project  and  will  be  funded  by  a  Federal 
grant  The  Federal  Government  will  provkJe  $2,756,000  for  the  initial 
development  and  enhancement  and  $100,000  annually  for  O&M  of  the  wetland 
component 

The  project  was  authorized  for  construction  by  Congress  by  the  Reclamation 
Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act  of  1992  (Public  Law  102-575; 
TWe  Xl)q. 

In  accordance  wrtth  the  feasibility  reports  cited  in  P.L  102-575,  no  water  wOl  be 
provWed  from  the  MW-Dakota  Rural  Water  System  for  inlgation  purposes. 
Therefore,  land  certification  is  not  required. 

Mkj-Dakota  Rural  Water  System  was  not  planned  as  a  Federal  project;  therefore 
a  definite  plan  report  was  not  prepared.  However,  P.L  102-575  directs  that  the 
water  system  tie  planned  and  constructed  substantially  In  accordance  with  the 
Feasibility  study,  entitled  "MW-Dakota  Rural  Water  System  Feasibility  Study  and 
ReporT  dated  November,  1988,  and  revised  January,  1989,  and  March,  1989,  as 
supplemented  by  the  'Supplemental  Report  for  MW-Dakota  Rural  Water  System" 
dated  March,  1990.  In  accordance  with  P.L  102-575,  The  Secretary  shall  not 
obligate  funds  for  the  construction  of  the  MW-Dakota  Water  Supply  System 
untH:  (1)  the  requirements  for  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
(42  U.S.C.  4321  et  seq.)  have  t>een  met;  and  (2)  a  final  engineering  report  has 
been  prepared  and  submitted  to  the  Congress  for  a  period  of  not  less  than 
ninety  days,"  and  (3)  the  Secretary  finds  that  non-Federal  entitles  have 
developed  and  implemented  water  conservation  programs  throughout  the 
sen/tee  area  of  the  water  system. 
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BwMtit  cost  ratio 
atof  Octol)er  1, 1995 


Compietion  data 


Direct  benefits: 

B/C  ratio  is  not  required  under  authorizing  legislation  P.L  102-575. 

As  of  June,  1994,  the  advanced  project  planning  activities  prerequisite  to  the 
ot)llgation  of  Federal  funds  for  construction  of  the  water  system  have  lieen 
completed  and  work  Is  proceeding  with  completion  of  preconstructlon  activities 
and  preparation  of  final  plans  and  specifications.  The  Final  Engineering  Report 
was  sutHTiitted  to  Congress  on  April  25,  1994.  The  development  and 
Impiementation  of  the  Water  Consen/ation  Plan  was  approved  on  May  9,  1994. 
NEPA  compliance  (EA/FONSI)  was  completed  March  10,  1994.  Construction  of 
t>ie  Lake  intalce  &  Pump  Station,  Oahe  Water  Treatment  Plant,  l-llghmore  Water 
Storage  Tanl<,  Raw  Water  Pipeline,  and  the  Main  Transmission  Pipeline  to  Biunt 
and  iHlghmore  is  scheduled  to  t>egln  In  the  fall  of  1994.  The  project  Is  1  percent 
complete  as  of  Septemt)er  30,  1994.  Project  construction  Is  scheduled  to  be 
completed  in  FY  2002. 


Total  Federal  ot>llgatlons 
Reclamation 
Other  Federal 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation 
Non-Federal  participation 

Adjustments 

Total  to  be  allocated 


Summarized  Rnanclal  Data 

$113,456,000      Allotments  to  9/30/94 
-  0  -      Allotments  for  FY  1995 


$  9,300.000 


Allotments  to  date 
Allotments  for  FY  1996 


$122,756,000      Balance  to  complete 


$1,499,902 
$3.662.000 


$  5,161,902 
$  2,500,000 


$105,794,098 


The  cost  sharing  requirements  will  be  In  accordance  with  Section  1903  of  Public  l^w  102-575,  which 
states  that  grants  made  available  to  Mid-Dai<ota  Rural  Water  System,  Inc.  shall  not  exceed  85  percent  of 
ttie  amount  autfrarized  to  be  appropriated  by  Section  1991  of  the  title  ($110,700,000  at  10/95  price 
levels).  An  additional  $2,756,000  Is  authorized  for  wetlands  (Section  1911  (b)  as  a  nonreimbursable 
cost) 


Allocation 


M&l  Water 
Rsh  and  WBdiife 


Total 


Project  Cost  Allocation 

FY  1995  estimate 

$120,000,000 
2,756,000 


Cost  allocation 
methodology 


~  $122,756,000 
Methodology  has  not  been  modified. 


FY  1996  estimate 

$120,000,000 
2,756,000 

$122,756,000 
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Federal  Nonreimbursable  \J 
Non-Federal  Contribution  2/ 
Non-Federei  Repaynrtent^/ 
Total 


Amount 

$96,851,000 
$  9,300.000 
S  16.605.000 
$122,756,000 


\J  The  nonreimbursable  amount  Is  $94,095,000  (85  percent  of  ttie  appropriation  celing  of  $1 10.7 
mllion)  plus  $2,756,000  for  Wetlands  Development 

2/  The  State  of  South  Daicota  Is  contributing  (grant  funding)  $9.3  million. 

^  This  anxMnt  must  be  repaid  by  project  sponsor  with  interest  within  30  years  of  the  date  of  each 
loan,  interest  Is  not  due  unti  construction  is  completed. 


Status  of  repayment 
contracts 

Status  of  NEPA 
eompllanc* 


Appropriation  ceiling 


Work  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


Repayment  contract  is  expected  to  be  signed  March  1995. 


A  NEPA  decision  document  (i.e.  Rnding  of  No  Significant  Impacts)  was 
completed  March  10,  1994.  A  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  Report  was 
completed  In  conjunction  with  the  NEPA  compliance  process. 


In  accordance  with  Section  1911  of  P.L  102-575,  There  is  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Secretary  $100,000,000  for  the  planning  and  construction 
of  the  water  system  under  Section  1903,  plus  such  sums  as  are  necessary  to 
defray  increases  in  development  costs  reflected  in  appropriate  engineering 
cost  indices  after  October  1,  1989,  such  sums  to  remain  available  until 
expended.'  The  Octotter  1989  project  cost  was  $108,400,000  of  which 
$8.4  mllion  was  to  be  contributed  by  the  State  of  South  Dakota  (plus 
appropriate  indexing)  leaving  $100  mllion  as  the  Federal  obligatton.  At 
October  1995  price  levels,  the  indexed  portbn  of  the  Federal  cefling  is 
$1 10.7  mllk>n.  Adding  the  nonindexed  wetland  component  of  $2,756,000 
results  in  authorized  appropriatk)n  celing  of  $113,456,000  (October  1995). 
This  authorizatkKi  is  adequate  to  cover  the  project  as  cun'entty  proposed. 


Constructkm  of  tfie  Oahe  Pump  Statkm,  Oahe  Water  Treatment  Plant,  Highmore 
Water  Storage  Tank,  Raw  Water  Pipeline,  and  Main  Transmissk>n  Pipeline  to 
Blunt  and  Highmore  and  preparatton  of  final  plans  and  specifk»tk)ns  for  other 
water  system  fadlties  wfll  continue.  $4,350,000 


Non-Federal  noncash  contributions 
Total  request 


-1.850.000 
$2,500,000 
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mnkloka  North  Side  Drainwater  Project 

Idaho 

Location  This  project  is  located  north  of  the  Snake  River  In  Minidoka  and  Jerome 

Counties,  Idaho. 

Description  Redamatkjn  designed  and  constructed  the  North  SkJe  Pumping  Division 

utilizing  dralnwells  for  disposal  of  irrigation  returns  and  storm  runoff.   Major 
project  facBlties,  Including  dralnwells  have  been  retained  in  Federal  ownership. 
Project  drainwater,  which  is  discharged  directly  into  a  sole  source  aquifer,  fails 
to  comply  with  Idaho  Underground  Injection  Control  Standards  for  Injected 
water.  The  project  will  protect  the  quality  of  the  Snake  Plain  aquifer  by 
constructing  drainwater  reuse  facilities  and  wetlands  for  treatment  and  disposal 
of  Irrigatkjn  and  storm  runoff.  Wetlands  development  will  be  contingent  on 
findings  of  an  ongoing  demonstration/research  project  addressing 
contaminants,  sedimentation,  and  wetland  treatment  issues.  The  project  goal  is 
to  implement  alternatives  to  the  current  practice  of  disposing  agricultural 
drainwater  and  storm  runoff  through  injection  wells  or  implement  effective 
means  of  treatment  prior  to  injection;  thereby  avokjing  the  potential 
degradation  of  a  sole  source  aquifer. 

Authorization  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  (Public  Law  93-523,  as  amended).  Clean  Water  Act 

(Publk:  Law  92-500,  as  amended). 

L^nd  certification  Not  applteaUe. 

DefinKe  pian  report       Not  required.  A  Framewori<  Plan  for  Drainwater  Management  describes  project- 
wkle  alternatives.  Site  specific  plans  and  NEPA  compliance  will  be 
accomplished  during  construction. 


Benefit  cost  ratios 
as  of  October  1995 


Completion  data 


Not  applicable.  Actton  provkles  for  environmental  compliance  on  an  exjsting 
project 

The  project  Is  scheduled  for  completion  In  FY  2004. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Total  Federal  obligations 
Reclamation 
Other  Federal 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation 
Non-Federal  participation  \J 
Adjustments 
n'otal  to  be  allocated 


$1,830,000 
-0- 

Allotments  to  9/30/94 
Allotment  for  FY  1995 

$          -0- 

-  0- 

-0- 
1.200,000 

Allotments  to  date 
Allotment  for  FY  1996 

-0- 

60.000 
-  0  - 

-  0  - 
$3,030,000 

Balance  to  complete 

$1,770,000 

XI  Funding  provWed  by  A&B  Irrigatton  District 
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Minidoka  Proiect 


Allocation 


Other 
Total 


Pro|ect  Cott 
Pr  199S  estimate 
i    -0- 


0- 


FY  1996  estimate 

S3.030.000 
$3,030,000 


Project  Repayment 


Repaid  By 


Non-Federal  contritxjtionsl/ 
Non-reimbursable  2/ 
Total 


Amount 

1,200,000 

1.830.000 

$3,030,000 


1/  Funding  provided  by  A&B  Irrigation  District  which  Is  40  percent  as  established  In  Section  319  of 
Clean  Water  Act  and  Reclamation  Guidelines  (Planning  Instoictlon  No.  90-03).  Non-Federal  costs  will  be 
contributed  as  In-idnd  service. 

2/  Federal  portion  of  costs  authorized  as  nonrelmtHirsabie. 


Status  of  repayment 
contracts 

Status  of  NEPA 
complianca 


Appropriation  filing 


Worli  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


None  required. 


Programmatic  NEPA  compliance  was  accomplished  in  conjunction  with 
development  of  the  Framewortc  Dralnwater  Management  Plan.  Applicatile  site 
specific  NEPA  documentation  will  be  completed  before  individual  actions  are 
uixJertaken. 


Not  applicat)le. 

Initiate  closure  of  a  selected  group  of  wells.  6100.000 

Total  program  $100,000 

Total  nonPederal  noncash  contribution  6-40.000 

Total  request  6  60,000 
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Mnl  WiconI  Prpfect 

South  Dakota 

Location  The  project  area  extends  from  the  central  part  of  South  Dakota  to  near  the  southwest 

comer  of  the  State. 

Description  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  authorized  and  directed  by  P.L  100-516  and 

P.L  102-575  to  plan,  design,  construct,  operate,  maintain,  and  replace  a  municipal, 
rural,  and  industrial  water  system  generally  described  in  a  February  1988  planning 
report,  to  be  known  as  the  Oglala  Sioux  Rural  Water  Supply  System.  Public  Law  103- 
434  added  the  Rosebud  and  the  Lower  Brule  Indian  Reservations  to  the  original 
project,  expanded  the  Oglala  Sioux  Rural  Water  System,  and  changed  the  Federal 
funding  maximum  to  80  percent  of  the  total  costs.   In  carrying  out  this  task,  the 
Secretary,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Oglala  Sioux  Tribal  Council,  will  enter  Into 
agreements  with  the  appropriate  non-Federal  entity  or  entities  for  planning,  designing, 
constructing,  o|3eratlng,  maintaining,  and  replacing  the  Oglala  Sioux  Rural  Water 
Supply  System.  The  Secretary  was  also  authorized  to  enter  into  cooperative 
agreements  with  appropriate  non-Federal  entities  for  the  planning  and  construction  of 
the  West  River  Rural  Water  System  and  the  Lyman-Jones  Rural  Water  System.  Federal 
funding  is  limited  to  no  more  than  80  percent  of  the  total  costs  allocated  to  these  two 
systems.  The  project  will  provkje  rural  water  for  domestic  and  livestock  uses  and 
muntelpal  and  industrial  water  to  the  Pine  Ridge,  Rosebud,  and  Lower  Brule  Indian 
Reservations,  and  South  Dakota  Counties  of  Stanley,  Haakon,  Lyman,  Jones,  Jackson, 
Mellette,  Pennington,  and  Shannon.  The  project  will  treat  a  combination  of 
groundwater  and  Missouri  River  water  from  Oahe  Reservoir  and  deliver  potable  water 
via  pipelines  throughout  the  project  area.  The  Indian  Self-Determinatlon  Act  applies  to 
planning,  design,  construction,  and  operation. 

Public  Law  102-575,  Title  X,  Section  1001(1)  directed  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
perform  planning  studies  and  need  assessment  for  the  Rosebud  Sioux  Resen/ation. 
Public  Law  102-575,  Title  X,  Section  1001(8)  authorized  and  directed  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  construct  White  Clay  and  Wakpamni  District  facilities  as  soon  as  the 
Final  Engineering  Report  and  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requirements  for  these 
Districts  have  been  completed. 

Authorization  Public  Law  100-516  (Sections  1-12),  October  24,  1988.  Public  Law  102-575,  October 

30,  1992.   Public  Law  103-434,  October  31,  1994. 

Land  certification         None  required. 

DefinKe  plan  report      None  required. 

Benefit  cost  ratio 

as  of  October  1,  1995  Direct  Benefits:    \J 


Not  required  under  authorizing  legislation  P.L  100-516,  because  the  authorized  project  is  not  subject  to 
Reclamation  requirements. 


u 

Completion  data 


FY  2003  1/ 
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Mnl  WIconI  Project 


Xl   The  delay  of  1  year  for  completion  from  that  presented  In  the  1995  Budget  Justification  Is  due  to  first  year 
constmction  funding  not  tieing  avaBat)le  until  FY  1994.  According  to  PL  103-434,  funds  may  only  be  made 
available  through  the  end  of  the  year  2003.  The  project  is  12  percent  complete  as  of  September  30,  1994. 

Summarized  Financial  Data 


Total  Federal  obligations 
Reclamation 
Other  Federal 
Recreational/FWL 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation   \J 
Non-Federal  participation 

Adjustments  2/ 
Total  to  tte  allocated 


$250,341,000 


12,900,000 

4.480.000 
$267,721,000 


Allotments  to  9/30/94 
Allotments  for  FY  1995 


Allotments  to  date 
Allotments  for  FY  1996 


Balance  to  complete 


$18,744,531 
13.273,000 


32,017,531 
10,500,000 


$207,823,469 


\J     The  cost-sharing  requirements  for  the  West  River  Rural  Water  System  and  the  Lyman-Jones  Rural  Water 
System  is  20  percent  of  the  costs  allocated  to  these  two  non-Indian  systems  as  specified  in  Sec.  4(a)(3)  of  the 
Act,  as  amended.  The  cost  for  these  two  systems  Is  cun-ently  estimated  to  be  $44.12  million.   Section  3(d) 
specifies  that  all  joint  costs  associated  with  common  features  of  the  five  systems  be  allocated  to  the  Oglata 
Sioux  Rural  Water  Supply  System,  which  is  nonreimbursable. 


2/     Pick-Sloan  power  assigned  costs. 


Allocation 


Project  Cost  Allocation 
py  1995  Estimate  FY  1996  Estimate 


M&l 

Rood  Control 

Total 


$131,180,000 

lO^ 

$  131.180,000 


$267,721,000 

-0- 

$267,721,000 


Cost  Aliocation 
methodology 


The  methodology  of  the  cost  allocation  has  not  been  modified  from  last  year.  All  joint 
costs  are  assigned  as  nonreimbursable  under  Section  3(d)  of  the  Act. 

The  increased  costs  reflect  revised  cost  estimates  for  the  expanded  project  provided 
In  the  May  1993  Final  Engineering  Report,  plus  addition  of  Pick-Sloan  power  assigned 
costs. 


Project  Repayment 


Repaid  by 


Non-Federal  Cost-Share  \J 
Nonreimbursable  2/ 
Total 


Amount 

$  12,900,000 
$254.821.000 
$267,721,000 
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\J        The  amount  of  non-Federal  cost-share  wfll  t)e  covered  by  cooperative  agreements  with  non-Indian 

beneficiaries  prior  to  expenditure  of  Federal  funds.  Federal  contribution  to  the  Lyman-Jones  and  West 
River  Rural  Water  System  may  not  exceed  80  percent  of  the  total  cost  of  these  systems. 

2/        Ail  of  tfte  cost  of  the  Oglala  Sioux  Rural  Water  Supply  System  and  80  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  West 
River  and  Lyman-Jones  Water  Supply  Systems  are  nonreimbursable  under  provision  of  P.L  100-516.  as 
amended. 


Statu*  of  repayment 
contracts 


No  repayment  contracts  are  arrticipated.  Cooperative  agreements  providing  for  wori< 
arxJ  commitment  of  non-Federal  funds  will  be  executed  prior  to  construction. 


Inlgation  investment 

per  acre  Not  required.  The  law  prohibits  the  use  of  funds  for  irrigation  purposes. 


Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 

Other  information 


Appropriation  ceiiing 


Worit  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


NEPA  decision  document  (FONSI)  was  completed  In  October  1993. 

Public  Law  103-434  amended  the  existing  legislation  to  Include  the  Rosebud  and 
Lower  Brule  Indian  Reservations  within  the  Mnl  Wiconi  Project,  expanded  the  Oglala 
Sioux  Rural  Water  Supply  System,  and  increased  the  Federal  share  of  constructing  tfie 
West  River  and  the  Lyman-Jones  Rural  Water  Systems.  Funds  are  authorized  to  t>e 
appropriated  through  the  end  of  the  year  2003. 

Appropriations  authorized  are  $263,241,000  (Octot>er  1995).  The  comparable  Federal 
otiligation  is  $250,341 ,000  which  does  not  exceed  the  appropriation  ceiling.  Tfie  final 
engineering  report  that  shows  the  authorized  appropriation  of  $263,241 ,000  Includes 
the  non-Federal  as  well  as  the  Federal  portion  of  the  project.  The  current  project  cost 
estimate  does  not  contain  sufficient  detail  to  allow  Indexing  by  the  appropriate  Index 


Pine  Ridge  Reservation  Rurai  Water  System 

Ogiala  Sioux  Rural  Water  System  -  Design  and  construction  activities  will  continue 
on  the  water  supply  facOlties.  $  5,864,000 

Oglala  Sioux  Rural  Distribution  System  -  Design  and  construction  activities  wfll 
continue  on  tfie  distribution  system.  $  1,946,000 

Non-Indian  Rural  Water  Systems 

Lyman^ones  Rural  Water  System  -  Design  and  construction  activities  will  continue 
on  the  Lyman-Jones  System.  $  2,166,000 

West  River  Rural  Water  System  -  Design  and  construction  activities  will  continue  on 
the  West  River  Rural  Water  System.  $  1,872,000 


Non-Federal  contributions 
Total  request 


$•1.350.000 
$10,500,000 
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Location 


National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  (NFWF) 

Activities  are  located  in  17  Western  States 


Description  Action  Is  needed  to  Implement  conservation  and  enhancement  projects  for  flsii, 

wildlife,  and  habitat  associated  with  the  Reclamation  program.  The  NFWF  was 
established  by  Congress  in  1984  to  support  the  programs  of  the  U.S.  Fish  & 
Wildlife  Service,  other  Interior  Bureaus,  and  other  agencies. 

Using  existing  authorities,  the  Bureau  has  been  involved  with  the  NFWF  on  a 
iimited  basis  since  FY  1994.  In  FY  1996,  Reclamation  proposes  to  begin 
specifically  programming  funds  to  be  used  on  cost-shared,  joint  projects  with 
tfie  NFWF.  The  NFWF  wBi  use  these  funds  to  leverage  non-Federal  cost- 
sharing  on  at  least  a  1:1  matching  t)asis  to  provide  increased  funding  and 
enable  partnerships  with  non-Federal  entitles.   No  Federal  funds  will  be 
expended  without  firm  cost-sharing  commitments  from  non-Federal  parties. 

A  part  of  Reclamation's  water  resource  management  responsibility  is  to 
conserve  arKi  enhance  fish,  wildlife  and  habitat  resources  associated  with  its 
programs.  This  program  provides  a  way  to  help  meet  this  responsibility  while 
minimizing  the  cost  to  the  Federal  government,   it  should  also  be  noted  that  no 
Federal  furxJs,  nor  any  non-Federal  matching  funds,  can  be  used  to  fund  the 
operations  of  NFWF.  All  operating  funds  are  raised  from  private  sources. 


Duration 


initiation:    FY  1996 


Completion:    To  continue  as  required 


Cost  Sharing  Funds  are  availabtle  from  a  variety  of  State,  local,  private,  and  public  entitles  on 

a  1:1  or  greater  niatching  ImsIs.    Funding  and/or  in-kind  services  from  other 
Federal  agencies  will  be  provided  on  some  projects. 


Sumntarized  Rnancial  Data 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
(cash  and  services) 


Total  Estimated 
Cost 


To  be  determined 
TED 


FY  1995 
Allotment 

$-0- 

$-0- 


FY  1996 
Estimate 

$3,255,000 

$3,255,000 
(at  a  minimum) 


Balance  to 
Complete 

Continues 

Continues 
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Pick-Sloan  Missouri  Basin  Program 
Belle  Fourche  Unit 

South  Dakota 

Location  The  unit  Is  located  In  Butte  and  Meade  Counties  of  western  South  Dalcota. 

Description  Constmction  of  the  single-purpose,  originally  authorized  project  was  completed 

In  1914.  The  project  furnishes  a  full  supply  of  irrigation  water  to  57,068  acres  of 
irrlgabie  land.  The  principal  crops  grown  on  the  unit  are  alfalfa,  hay,  and  com. 
Other  crops  IrK^lude  oats,  ttartey,  and  forage  crops  consisting  of  silage  arxJ 
grass  fiay.   Most  crops  are  used  extensively  for  livestock  feeding  in  the  area. 
Rehabilitation  and  betterment  construction  was  accomplished  from  1950  to 
1953.   It  consisted  of  replacement  of  valves  in  outlet  works  of  the  dam, 
replacement  of  major  structures  in  canals  and  laterals,  and  Improvement  of  the 
drainage  system.   Further  modernization  and  improvement  of  project  facilities 
was  included  in  the  legislation  reauthorizing  the  general  plan  as  a  unit  of  the 
Pick-Sloan  Missouri  Basin  Program.  This  reauthorized  project  will  (1 )  restore 
the  reliability  of  the  system,  (2)  reduce  annual  operation  and  maintenance  costs, 
(3)  conserve  Irrigation  water  by  a  reduction  of  seepage  losses  and  operational 
wastes,  (4)  provkje  measuring  devices  for  the  equitable  and  efficient  distribution 
of  the  water  supply,  (5)  provide  safety  features  for  the  protection  of  human  life, 
(6)  restore  design  capacity  to  the  system  to  avoid  overioading  it  and  thus 
eliminate  the  risk  of  system  failure,  (7)  reclaim  agricultural  lands  affected  by 
seepage  losses,  and  (8)  ensure  the  continued  social  and  economic  welfare  of 
the  area. 

Additional  appropriation  ceiling  was  approved  under  P.L  103-434  to  complete 
work  tfiat  was  not  accomplished  under  the  original  authorization.  This  work 
Includes  protection  and  repair  of  the  Whitewood  Siphon;  reconstruction  of  the 
outlet  structures  at  Belie  Fourche  Dam;  lining  two  reaches  of  the  South  Canal; 
lining,  structure  replacement,  and  siphon  construction  on  Johnson  Lateral; 
replacerrwnt  of  deteriorating  Reclamation  bridges;  and  a  continuation  of 
contract  support  work  and  small  lateral  rehabilitation  by  the  Belle  Fourche 
Inigatkin  District 

Publk;  L^w  98-157,  November  17,  1983,  as  amended  by  P.L  103-434. 
October  31.  1994. 

None  required. 

None  required.  Rehabilitation  and  Betterment  Report  was  completed 
January  10.  1981. 


Authorization 

Land  certification 
Definite  plan  report 


-Benefit  cott  ratio 

as  of  October  1,  1995  There  was  no  t>enef1t-cost  ratio  derived  for  use  in  the  reauthorization  process  for 
the  Belle  Fourche  Unit  (Public  Law  98-157).  Studies,  completed  prior  to 
reauthorization,  were  for  a  loan  urxJer  the  Refiabilitation  and  Betterment  Act  (63 
Stat.724  as  amended  and  supplemented)  which  requires  no  benefit-cost  ratio. 

Completion  data  As  of  Septemljer  30,  1994,  the  project  is  73  percent  complete.   Federally  funded 

work  under  the  extended  project  will  be  completed  in  FY  1998.  This  represents 
a  3-year  extension  of  the  originally  authorized  work. 
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Sumnwrlzad  Rnancial  Data 


Total  Federal  obligations 
Reclamation 
Other  Federal 
Recraational/FWL 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation  \J 
NorvFederal  participation 

Adjustments 

Total  to  be  allocated 


$62,351 .000      Allotments  to  9/^0/9^ 
Allotments  for  FY  1995 


8.300,963      Allotments  to  date 
4.000.000      Allotments  for  FY  1996 

•1963 


$74,650,000      Balance  to  complete 


$48,010,694 
2.805.000 


$50,815,694 
3.802.000 


$  7.733,306 


J[/  includes  $8,141,819  for  features  completed  under  the  original  authorization,  $130,000  for 
preautfKxIzation  investigations,  artd  $29,144  for  minor  adjustments. 


AHocatlon 

Irrigation 
Safety  of  Dams 
Other^ 
Total  a/ 


Pro|«ct  Cost  Allocation 
FY  1995  Estimate 

$56,585,383 
1,918.534 
1.646.083 

$60,150,000 


FY  1996  Estimate 

$71,085.3831/ 

1,918,534 

1.646.083 
$74,650,000 


1/  Includes  $4,733,661  from  previous  construction  appropriations,  $62,351,000  for  the  expanded 
construction  program,  $4,000,000  of  norvFederal  funding,  and  $722  for  rounding. 

2/  Includes  $130,000  for  praauthortzation  Investigations.  $33,783  for  recreation  facflities,  $1,479,300  of 
charge-olfs  auttwrtzed  by  Congress,  and  $3,000  for  miscellaneous  costs. 

^  Increase  from  FY  1995  reflects  funding  the  extended  program 


Coat  allocation 
mathodology 


The  metfwdology  of  ttte  cost  allocation  has  not  been  nxxfified  from  last  year. 
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Belle  Fourche  Unit 


Pro|ect  Repayment 


RwwMbv 


Irrigators  1/ 
Power  2/ 

Nonreimbursable  ^ 
Non-Federal  funding 
Total 


Amount 

$  8.820,000 

58.265,000 

3.565.000 

4.000.000 

$74,650,000 


XJ  The  anrwunt  to  be  repaid  is  covered  by  existing  contracts  witii  the  project  beneficiaries. 

2/  The  amount  to  be  repaid  by  power  is  currently  identified  for  repayment  from  net  power  revenues 
generated  by  the  Pick-Sloan  Missouri  Basin  Program  power  rate.  The  current  amount  reflects  existing 
contracts  with  project  beneficiaries  for  the  wort(  authorized  under  the  PIclc-Sloan  Missouri  Basin 
Program.  The  Irrigation  repayment  contract  will  be  amended  to  initiate  repayment  in  1995.  The 
additional  Federal  obligation  associated  with  the  extension  Is  t)eyond  the  current  repayment  ability  of  the 
project  beneficiaries.  This  amount  Is  added  to  the  power  component 

^  Includes  $1,918,534  ediocated  to  safety  of  dams.  $130,000  for  preauthorlzation  Investigations,  $33,783 
for  recreation  facOitles,  $1 ,479.300  of  charge-offs  authorized  by  Congress,  and  $3,383  for  rounding. 


Statu*  of  repayment 
contract 


Repayment  Contract  with  Belie  Fourche  Irrigation  District  was  executed  on 
October  10.  1984.  and  validated  November  2,  1984.  The  corrtract  wDI  be 
amended  to  agree  with  the  amendments  to  P.L  98-157. 


Inlgation  Investment 
per  acre 


Summary  of  Irrigation  investment 

Total  irrigation  investment/acre 

Repayment  of  irrigation  investment  per  acre  by: 
inlgators 
Power  revenues  4/ 

Payment  capacity  per  acre  and/or  acre-foot  jy 

Annual  charges  (per  acre) 

Construction  2/ 

Operation  and  maintenance  ^  4/ 


$1.090 


$154 
936 


$20.09 

4.89 
15.20 


1/  Payment  capacity  was  determined  in  1981  and  is  shown  in  the  Report  on  Proposed  Rehabilitation 
arvJ  Betterment  Program,  Belle  Fourche  Project,  South  Dakota,  and  is  the  basis  of  the  current  repayment 
contracL  Payment  capacity  wfll  be  updated  In  1995. 
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Belle  Fourche  Unit 


2/  Current  repayment  amounts  to  $1.17  per  acre  and  will  continue  until  completion  of  constmction. 
After  construction  Is  complete,  repayment  Is  estimated  at  $4.89  per  acre. 

3J  Current  operation,  maintenance  and  replacement  costs  as  reported  by  the  Belle  Fourche  Irrigation 
DistrtcL 

4/  Change  from  FY  1995  Budget  Justifications  reflects  Increases  due  to  completing  the  extended 
program. 


Statu*  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Other  infoimation 


Rnding  of  No  Significant  Impact  (FONSI  UM  80-103)  signed  June  30.  1980. 
NEPA  compliance  on  the  amended  project  will  be  completed  in  1995. 

Funds  were  first  appropriated  under  the  General  Investigations  appropriation  in 
FY  1976  for  preparation  of  a  report  to  descrilse  a  rehabilitation  and  betterment 
program.  This  report  was  completed  in  January  1981.  Funds  to  initiate 
preconstruction  activities  for  the  modemization  and  improvement  of  project 
facDities  as  a  unit  of  the  Pick-Sloan  Missouri  Basin  Program  were  appropriated 
In  FY  1985. 


Appropriation  ceiling 


Appropriations  authorized  are  $62,351,000  (October  1995).   P.L  103-434 
Increased  the  ceiling  by  $10,500,000  to  fund  the  expanded  program.  Including 
wori<  proposed  in  FY  1996.  The  comparable  Federal  otriigation  is  $62,351,000. 
The  authorized  ceiling  is  adequate  to  cover  this  project  as  cun-ently  proposed. 


Work  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


Bridge  Structures  -  Stages  1 ,  2.  &  3  of  the  bridge  replacement  program  will  be 
initiated.  These  will  be/unded  with  non-Federal  funds.  $1,000,000 


South  Canal  -  A  contract  for  buried  membrane  lining  will  be  initiated. 

$     500,000 

Laterals  -  A  contract  for  rehabilitating  open  laterals  served  by  North  Canal  will 
be  completed.  Two  contracts  for  rehabilitation  of  Johnson  Lateral  will  be 
initiated,  and  small  lateral  construction  by  the  Belie  Fourche  Irrigation  District 
will  be  continued.  $  3,066,000 


Hsh  and  Wildlife  Facilities  -  Minor  constmction  will  continue. 


$     166,000 


Water  Management  Plan  -  A  plan  for  improved  water  management  on  the  Belle 
Fourche  Unit  v^il  tte  completed.  $      70,000 


Non-Federal  contributions 
Total  request 


$-1.000.000 
$  3,802,000 
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PIck-Sloan  Mtssourl  Basin  Program 
Garrison  Diversion  Unit 

North  Dakcfta 

Location  This  unit  Is  located  in  the  central  and  eastern  part  of  North  Dalcota  and  includes 

McLean,  Burleigh,  Sheridan.  Wells,  Foster,  Stutsman,  L^Moure,  and  Dlci<ey 
Counties. 

Description  The  plan  as  currently  authorized  consists  of  1 15,740  acres  of  Irrigated  lands. 

This  includes  85,360  acres  of  lands  In  the  following  irrigation  areas:   McClusicy 
Canalside  inlgatlon  (4,000).  Oai(es  Test  Area  (5,000),  West  Side  inigation  Area 
(14,660),  West  Oakes  Extension  Area  (4,000),  LaMoure  Irrigation  Area  (13,350), 
New  Rockford  Canal  Area  (1,200),  New  Rockford  Inigation  Area  (20,935), 
Lincoln  Valley  Irrigatkxi  Area  (6,515),  Turtle  Lake  Irrigation  Area  (13,700),  and 
hian/ey  irrigation  Area  (2,000).  inigation  Is  also  Included  for  2,380  acres  on  the 
Standing  Rock  Indian  Reservation  and  for  28,000  acres  in  unspecified  areas  but 
not  located  in  the  Hudson  Bay,  Devils  Lake,  or  James  River  drainage. 

^  The  plan  Is  multipurpose  and  would  provkje  municipal,  rural,  and  industrial 

water  servtee  to  as  many  as  130  towns  and  service  areas  throughout 
North  Dakota  and  three  Indian  Reservations,  Including  delivery  of  100  cubic  feet 
per  second  (cfs)  of  water  to  the  Cities  of  Fargo  and  Grand  Fort(s  and 
surrounding  areas  on  the  Sheyenne  River.  Water  delivered  Into  the  Hudson  Bay 
drainage  would  be  treated  to  avoid  bkita  transfer  to  Canada.  Recreation 
facilities  are  planned  in  1 1  counties  throughout  North  Dakota.  A  wildlife 
mitigation  and  enhancement  plan,  a  wetland  trust,  and  mitigation  of  project 
errvironmentai  Impacts  based  on  an  acre-for-acre  with  ecological  equivalency 
basis  are  to  be  done  concurrent  with  project  construction.  Rood  control 
facilities  are  also  provided.  Concun-ence  of  mitigation  for  wildllfe  impacts 
resulting  from  project  construction  to  date  was  achieved  in  FY  1991. 

Autliorization  Publk:  Law  89-108,  August  5,  1965;  Public  Law  98-360,  July  16,  1984;  Publk: 

Law  99-294.  May  12,  1986;  Public  Law  102-575,  October  20,  1992. 

Land  certification  Lands  included  in  the  250.000-acre  plan  were  certified  for  gravity  Inigatton  In 

March  1966.  RecertHkatton  is  required  on  those  lands  that  are  a  part  of  tfw 

,  1 15,740-acre  plan  because  of  the  change  from  gravity  to  sprinkler  irrigatkm. 

The  5,000  acres  for  the  Oakes  Test  Area  were  recertified  in  April  1 981 .  Further 
progress  on  land  certificatkm  is  on  hold  as  a  result  of  ihe  Secretary's 
Octot>er  1990  Task  Group  Report,  except  for  the  2,380  acres  on  the  Standing 
Rock  Indian  Reservatktn. 

Daflnlte  plan  report       The  Definite  Plan  Report  for  the  250,000-acre  plan  was  approved  February  21, 
1966.  The  Garrison  Diversion  Unit  Commission  proposed  an  alternate  plan 
which  includes  130.940  acres  of  irrigation  In  its  report  dated  December  20, 
1984.  Publk:  Law  99-294  reformulated  the  project  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  Commissk>n's  report.  Public  Law  102-575  eliminated  15,200  acres  of 
irrlgatkin  at  Fort  Berthold  making  the  new  total  Irrigation  115,740  acres.  The 
Definite  Plan  Report  Supplement  Is  not  required  since  the  authorized  project 
plan  Is  defined  in  Public  Law  99-294  and  Public  Uw  102-575. 
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Benefit  cott  ratio 
at  of  October  1,  1995 


Direct  Benefits:     0.7 


Completion  data  As  of  September  30,  1994,  the  project  Is  44  percent  complete.  The  completion 

date  for  the  entire  unit  has  not  been  identified.  In  part  t>ecause  the  appropriation 
cefling  is  not  sufficient  as  authorized. 


Total  Federal  obligations 
Reclamation 
Other  Federal 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation 
Non-Federal  part  \J 

Adjustments  2/ 
Total  to  be  allocated 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


$1,483,255,000      Allotments  to  9/30/94 
-  0  -      Allotments  for  FY  1995 


28,922.714  Allotments  to  date 

74,927,966  Allotments  for  FY  1996 

89.731.320 

$1 ,676,837,000  Balance  to  complete 


$517,833,198 
29.293.000 


547,126,198 
24,900,000 


$911,228,802 


1/  Includes  municipal,  rural,  and  industrial  water  supply  ($66,670,000);  non-Federal  recreation  cost 
sharing  ($6,850,000);  funds  advanced  by  the  Garrison  Diversion  Conservancy  District  ($207,966);  and 
Wetlands  Taist  ($1 .200.000). 

2/  includes  assigned  costs  of  Plcl<-Sloan  Missouri  Basin  Program  power  and  malnstem  storage  of 
$57.821 .000;  reimbursable  interest  during  constnjction  for  municipal,  rural,  and  industrial  water  supply 
of  $27,223,000;  highway  improvement  costs  of  $4,650,000;  Jamestown  power  assignment  of  $37,000; 
and  $320  for  cumulative  rounding,  adjustments,  and  allocations. 
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Project  Cost  Allocation  \J 
Allocation  .    FY  1995  eatlnfwte  FY  1996  eetlmate 

Irrigation  ^^•^'^■??? 

Power  37.000 

M&' water  ^^^^'^ 

Fish  and  wfldiife  96,519,000 

Rood  control  38,550.000 

Highway  improvement  4.650,000 

Cultural  resources  3,220.000 

Wetlands  trust  ^^'"^^^'^ 

James  River  completion  study  13,582,000 

Subtotal,  other  ='°'°°^'??9 

Excess  capacity  24,079,000 

Total  $1,645,515,000                                     $1,676,837,000 

XI  The  revised  allocation  has  no  Ijasis  of  comparison  to  fiscal  1995  since  the  methodology  was 
unsettled  at  that  time. 

Public  Uw  102-575  allows  indexing  of  the  Indian  municipal,  mral,  and  Industrial  facilities  for  an  increase 
of  costs  of  $3.87  million. 

Cost  allocation  ^  _,   ,        _     /^         . 

methodology  The  current  allocation  is  the  result  of  accepting  interiors  Inspector  General 

recommendation  on  the  calculation  of  excess  capacity  and  other  recommended 
changes.  For  this  allocation  that  means  that  only  the  incremental  or  marginal 
costs  of  unused  capacity  are  excluded.  All  other  costs,  including  $53,153,000 
in  sunk  costs  of  unused  facilities,  are  allocated  as  part  of  the  remaining  joint 
costs  to  the  remaining  functions.  After  the  first  stage  allocation  to  excess 
capacity,  the  allocation  follows  the  separable  cost-remaining  benefit  method. 
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Project  Repayment  J/ 

FY  1995  FY  1996 

Repaid  by  estimate  estimate 

Irrigators   1/  $674,350,034 

Power  ^J  37.000 

M&l  water  441,885,000 

Nor>-Federal  contribution  74,927,966 

Indian-d^erred  15,258,000 

Nonreimbursat)le2/  __^___                  470.379.000 

Total                                                  $1,645,515,000  $1,676,837,000 

jy  The  estimated  operation,  maintenance  and  replacement  costs  allocated  to  non-Indian  Inigatlon 

exceed  cun-ently  estimated  payment  capacity  by  $23  per  acre.  This  makes  this  portion  of  the  project 
financially  InfeaslWe  as  cun-ently  formulated.   Legislation  may  be  required  to  determine  the  repayment 
obligations.  The  non-Indian  irrigation  is  not  being  pursued,  in  accordance  with  the  Secretary's  tasic 
group  report  of  October  1990.  The  repayment  of  the  investment  in  the  Indian  portion  of  the  project. 
2,380  acres  on  the  Standing  Rock  Indian  Resen^tlon.  is  deferred  indefinitely  under  the  Leavitt  Act 

2/  Includes  Indian  MR&I  ($25,220,000);  Sheyenne  River  Release  ($40,500,000);  MR&l  Grant  Program 
($200,000,000);  Rood  Comrol($38,550,000);  Recreation   ($12,058,000);  Highvray  Improvement 
($4,650,000);  Fish  &  WHdllfe  ($96,519,000);  CiJtural  Resources  ($3,220,000);  Wetlands  Trust 
($12,001,000);  James  River  Completion  Study  ($13,582,000)  and  Excess  Capacity  ($24,079,000). 

Status  of  repayment 

contracts  Executk>n  of  the  master  contract  with  Garrison  Diversion  Conservancy  District 

and  three-way  contracts  between  Reclamation,  Conservancy  District,  and 
Inigatlon  Districts,  containing  approximately  113,000  acres  of  inigaWe  land,  was 
completed  March  16,  1966.  Court  validation  was  completed  July  26,  1966,  and 
confimfied  August  10,  1966.  Renegotiation  to  conform  to  the  reformulation 
legislation  must  occur  prior  to  constmction  activity  In  Irrigation  areas. 
Cooperative  Agreement  for  municipal,  rural,  and  Industrial  water  was  executed 
November  19,  1986.  Grant  Agreement  for  North  Dakota  Wetlands  Tmst  was 
executed  on  December  18,  1986.  A  supplementary  agreement  for  the  State 
cost-share  was  executed  on  Febmary  14,  1991,  as  required  by  the  1986 
Garrison  Diversion  Unit  Reformulation  Act.  A  renegotiated  repayment  contract 
with  Garrison  Diversion  Conservancy  District  has  not  been  completed. 
Renegotiatk)n  of  a  repayment  contract  was  deferred  as  a  result  of 
recommendations  In  the  Secretary's  1990  Working  Group  report. 
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Irrigation  investment 
per  acre 


SumnrMry  of  Irrigation  Investment  \J 


FY  1996 
EstlrtMte 


Total  Irrigation  Investment/acre 

Repayment  of  Irrigation  Investment  per  acre  by 
Irrigators 
Power  revenues 
M&l  users 
Contributions 
Indian  Irrigation  (deferred) 

Payment  capacity  per  acre  and/or  acre-foot 
Annual  charges  (per  acre) 

Construction 

Operation  and  Maintenance 


$5,960 


NA 

^4A 

NA 

2 

NA 

$32.01 

NA 
$55.22 


jy    The  annual  operation  and  maintenance  cost  exceeds  payment  capacity  under  the  current  allocation. 
Financial  feasibility  question  resulted  In  recommendation  by  Secretary's  Tasl<  Group  that  Irrigation 
function  not  be  pursued  at  this  time. 


Statu*  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Other  information 


Projectwide  final  environmental  statement  on  the  250,000-acre  plan  was  fSed 
with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  January  10,  1974.   Supplemental 
Fish  and  Wildlife  filed  with  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  on  May  3,  1974. 
Rnal  comprehensive  supplemental  to  Final  Environmental  Statement  filed  with 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  on  March  7.  1979.  The  Final  Supplemental 
Environmental  Statement  on  features  for  initial  development  of  85,000  acres  on 
the  250,000-acre  plan  was  filed  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  on 
July  15,  1983. 

A  draft  environmental  statement  addressing  the  Ganison  Commission 
recommendations  was  filed  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  on 
March  6,  1986.  A  draft  supplement  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  was 
filed  with  EPA  on  December  30,  1986.  The  reformulated  project  Final 
Environmental  Statement  will  not  t>e  pursued  further  due  to  deferral  of  work 
associated  with  non-Indian  irrigation.   In  the  interim,  all  project  activities  will 
comply  with  NEPA  requirements  as  necessary. 

THE  COMMISSION  Pl-AN  AS  MODIFIED:  The  Garrison  Diversion  Unit 
Commission  was  appointed  by  the  Secretary  In  accordance  with  Title  II, 
Section  207,  of  Public  Law  98-360.  The  Commission  was  estat)iished  to 
examine  the  contemporary  water  needs  of  North  Dai<ota  and  propose 
development  alternatives  which  would  lead  to  eariy  resolution  of  problems 
Identified  with  the  previously  authorized  250,000-acre  plan.  The  Commission 
submitted  conclusions  and  recommendations  to  the  Secretary  In  their  final 
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report  dated  December  20,  1984.  The  Garrison  Diversion  Unit  Reformulation 
Act  of  1986  amends  selected  portions  of  the  1965  Garrison  Reauthorization  Act 
arxj  authorizes  construction  of  the  project  substantially  in  accordance  vAh  the 
Commission  recommendations.  The  Reformulation  Act  also  provides  for  the 
following:   specific  deauthorization  of  922,910  acres  of  previously  authorized 
irrigation;  utilizing  the  State  Municipal,  Rural,  and  Industrial  proposal  v^hich 
Includes  up  to  $200  mDlion  In  Federal  grant  furxjs;  sizing  certain  main  supply 
works  to  only  that  capacity  necessary  to  service  the  authorized  project; 
retaining  the  status  of  Sheyenne  l.ake  Natiorul  Wildlife  Refuge  unless  at  sonr>e 
future  time  the  lu>netree  Dam  and  Reservoir  is  deemed  to  be  necessary  and 
buBt;  ellmirutlng  furxjing  constraints  on  mitigation;  eliminating  mitigation  credit 
for  reservoir  sites;  requiring  purchase  of  up  to  5,000  acres  in  the  Kraft  and 
PIckell  Slough  areas;  requiring  special  studies  on  the  James  River  drainage 
basin  with  a  report  to  Congress  by  Septemtier  1989;  prohibiting  construction  in 
irrigation  areas  untU  after  Septemt^er  1990;  substituting  28,000  acres  of 
undefined  irrigation  acres  arid  transferring  4,000  Irrigation  acres  to  the  West 
Oakes  Extension  Area  to  replace  32,000  acres  previously  specified  In  the  New 
Rockford  Extension  Area;  requiring  a  10  percent  surplus  crop  production 
charge  for  growing  basic  agricultural  commodities  on  project  larxis;  limiting  the 
authorized  ceOing  and  omitting  Indexing  of  costs;  arxJ  establishing  a  wildlife 
tnjst  fund  Involving  both  Federal  and  State  funding.   Details  of  the 
Reformulation  Act  of  1986  are  contained  In  House  Report  99-525  dated  April  9, 
1986. 

PRESIDEhfnAL  POUCY  AND  DIRECTION:   In  1990,  a  Secretarial  task  group 
was  established  to  formulate  a  program  for  the  Garrison  DIverston  Unit  tfiat  was 
consistent  with  Presidential  policy  and  direction.  The  findings  of  the  group 
were  cited  by  the  PresWent  In  the  signing  statement  for  the  FY  1991  Energy 
arxJ  Water  Development  Appropriation  Act.  The  PresWent  stated  that  the 
Admlnlstratkjn  v/oM  consider  funding  for  certain  project  features  (primarily 
non-irrigatk>n)  as  recommerxied  by  the  task  group.  The  findings  of  the  group 
were  presented  to  representatives  of  the  State  of  North  Dakota,  and  the 
congresstonal  delegation  at  a  meeting  in  Washington,  D.C.  on  December  12, 
1990.   Further  written  documentation  vras  presented  to  the  State  by  Vhe 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  The  program  is  formulated  to  be  consistent  with  the 
recommendatkins  of  the  task  group.  Supported  features  generally  Include  the 
State  and  Indian  municipal,  rural,  and  Industrial  water  supply  program;  irrigatkin 
developnrtent  on  three  Indian  Reservations;  continued  operation  of  the  Oakes 
Test  Area  research  activities;  recreational  and  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation  and 
enhar>cement  initiatives;  arxi  a  minimum  level  of  operatk>n  and  maintenance  of 
completed  facilities.  The  report  also  recommended  that  funding  for  completk>n 
of  norvlndian  project  irrigation  facilities  and  for  related  principal  supply  works 
not  be  considered. 

CANADIAN  CONCERNS:  The  Canadian  Govemment's  support  for  the 
reformulated  project  was  indk^ated  by  DIplomatk:  Note  No.  201  dated  March  26, 
1985,  and  In  letters  commenting  on  the  1986  draft  environmental  statement 
(letters  dated  Apr!  29,  1986.  from  Saskatchewan  Premier  Grant  Devine  and 
AprI  24,  1986.  from  Manitoba  Minister  of  Natural  Resources  Leonard  E. 
Harapiak).  Canadian  Diplomatic  Note  No.  177.  dated  July  2,  1987,  transmitted 
technical  comments  on  the  final  supplement  to  the  environmental  statement 
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and  stressed  two  items.  First.  Canada  is  concerned  that  this  supplement  does 
not  address  adequately  many  of  Canadian  concems  about  biota  transfers  from 
the  Missouri  River  to  the  i-ludson  Bay  drainage;  and  second,  Canada  proposes 
a  joint  consultative  group  meeting  to  discuss  this  and  other  concems. 
Reclamation  responded  to  the  technical  comments  and,  with  Canada,  resumed 
meetings  of  the  United  States  and  Canadian  Joint  Consultative  Group  and  the 
Garrison  Joint  Technical  Committee.  The  Garrison  Joint  Technical  Committee 
men  In  mid-January  1990  In  Winnipeg,  Manitoba,  to  discuss  mutual  concems  of 
the  United  States  and  Canada.   Such  concems  include  location  of  Sykeston 
Canal;  irrigation  in  several  of  the  Irrigation  areas  including  Lincoln  Valley, 
Harvey  Pumping,  and  New  Roclcford;  the  Robinson  Coulee  diversion  proposal; 
the  operation  of  the  Sheyenne  River  Water  Treatment  Facility;  the  Devils  ijil<e 
Basin;  municipal  arxj  industrial  systems  which  convey  Missouri  River  water  into 
the  Hudson  Bay  drainage;  and  the  Coal  Mine  Lake  fishery.  The  Garrison  Joint 
Technical  Committee  estat)lished  an  Engineering  Task  Force  and  a  Biological 
Task  Force  to  address  these  and  other  United  States  and  Canadian  concems. 

The  Engineering  arvj  Biological  Task  Force  reports  were  completed  In  July  and 
September  1990,  respectively.  The  Joint  Technical  Committee  Report  was 
presented  to  the  Consultative  Group  Deceml}er  13,  1990,  and  was  accepted  by 
that  group.  The  primary  issue  conskJered  by  the  Joint  Technical  Committee 
was  the  connection  between  the  McClusky  and  New  Rockford  Canals.  The 
Joint  Technical  Committee  concluded  that  there  were  three  options  which  are 
potentially  acceptat)le  from  the  standpoint  of  risk  to  Canadian  waters.  The 
Consultative  Group  concluded  tfiat  from  a  technical  standpoint,  any  one  of 
three  options  could  be  constmcted  without  significant  risk  to  water  flowing  into 
Canada,  but  tttat  each  one  should  be  subject  to  further  puttlic  review  to  ensure 
public  acceptability  t>efore  the  final  selection. 

COLLABORATIVE  PROCESS:   In  Decemljer  1993,  the  Commissioner  of  the 
Bureau  of  Redanrution  agreed  that  Reclamation  would  assist  in  facilitating  a 
process  with  the  purpose  of  discussing  the  possible  furtfier  reformulation  of  tfie 
Garrison  Diversion  Unit.  The  result  of  this  agreement  Is  tfie  North  Dakota  Water 
Management  Collaborative  Process  (Collaborative  Process).  An  Executive 
Steering  Committee  (ESC)  consisting  of  a  representative  of  the  Govemor  of 
North  Dakota,  a  representative  of  each  member  of  North  Dakota's 
Congresskinal  delegatktn,  a  representative  from  each  of  North  Dakota's  Indian 
Tribes,  and  a  representative  of  tfie  National  Wildlife  Federation  was  establistied. 
The  ESC  first  met  on  February  14,  1994.   Sutjsequent  meetings  have  been  held. 
A  primary  goal  Is  to  bulk!  a  diversified  and  sustainable  rural  economy  whie 
preserving  and  enhancing  the  natural  ecology. 
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Appropriation  colling     Appropriations  authorized  are  $628,350,000.  The  comparatile  Federal 

obligation  is  $1 ,483,255,000,  which  exceeds  the  appropriation  celing  by  more 
than  tiw  antount  of  contingencies  Included  In  the  obligation.   IHouse  Report  99- 
525,  which  supports  Public  Law  99-294  states: 

The  Committee  notes  that  these  furxjs  would  provide  sufficient  authorization  for 
the  construction  of  all  tlie  supply  worics  and  only  $100  million  of  the  total 
$322  mlllon  required  to  complete  construction  of  the  Irrigation  service  facilities. 
This  wll  mean  that  an  increase  In  authorizations  will  be  required  In  order  to  < 
complete  the  irrigation  service  areas,  as  authorized  by  H.R.  1116.  The 
Committee  b)elieves  this  Is  the  best  way  to  ensure  oversight  of  the  construction 
progress  on  the  project   In  addition,  the  Committee  would  note  that  the 
authorization  of  appropriation  figures  are  rrat  indexed  to  Increase  with  inflation. 
The  authorization  of  appropriations  are  not  irxlexed  In  order  to  force  additional 
enactment  of  authorizations  at  some  future  date.  This  will  ensure  the  proper 
oversight  arxl  Involvement  of  the  authorizing  committees.' 


Work  proposad 
for  FY  1996 


SUPPLY  SYSTEM 


Snake  Creek  Pumping  Plant  -  Minimum  operation  and  maintenance  of 
completed  facUities.  $  200,000 

McClusky  Canal  •  Minimum  operation  and  maintenance  wni  continue  as 
required  to  maintain  freshening  flows  for  Audubon  Lake  arxJ  adjoining  lakes  and 
wiklllfe  areas.  $1,500,000 

New  Rockford  Canal  -  Minimum  operation  and  maintenance  of  completed 
facllties  wfll  continue.  $  350,000 

IRRIGATION  FACILITIES  -  NON-INDIAN 

Oakes  Test  Area  •  Minimum  maintenance  of  physical  facflities.         $    450,000 

IRRIGATION  FACILITIES  -  INDIAN 

Standlitg  Rock  -  Minor  contracts  for  irrigation  development  on  the  Starxling 
Rock  Reservatton  wll  be  awarded.  $  2,671,000 

DOMESTIC  AND  RURAL  WATER 

Municipal,  Rural,  &  Industrial  Systems  -  Oversight  of  preconstructlon  and 
constructk>n  activities  on  approved  State  municipal,  rural,  and  Irxlustrial  system 
projects  will  continue.  $14,727,000 

TRUST  FUNDS  •  FEDERAL 

Wetlands  Trust  Fund  -  FY  1996  wHI  be  the  final  year  for  Federal  contribution  to 
the  Wetlands  Trust  Fund  for  a  maximum  Federal  contribution  of  $12.0  mlllon. 

$    287,000 
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Garrison  Diversion  Unit 


GENERAL  FACILITIES 

Permanwit  Operating  Facilities  -  Activities  related  to  the  project  will  continue. 

$     270,000 

Rah  and  Wiidilfe  Mitigation  and  Enhancement  -  Land  acquisition  and 
mitigation  development  wfll  continue  at  the  Audubon  and  Arrowwood  Refuges, 
tiie  Kraft  Slough,  and  mitigation  development  will  continue  at  the  l^netree 
Development  Area.  Corrtracts  wHI  be  awarded  for  relocations  and  damsite 
restoration  at  Lx>netree  Dam.  $  7,895,000 

Recreation  Facllltlea  -  Construction  of  recreation  facHlties  will  continue  at 
Sheyenne  Grasslands,  Devfls  L^lce-Grahams  Island,  and  other  areas. 

$      200,000 

Non-Federal  Participation  -  State  of  North  Dalcota  contributions  to  municipal 
and  irxjustrial.  Wetland  Trust  Fund,  and  recreation  program  -  $3,475,000; 
$75,000:  and  $100,000  respectively.  $-3.650.000 

Total  request  $24,900,000 
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San  Diego  Area  Water  Reclamation  Program 

Callfomia 

Location  This  project  Is  located  in  San  Diego  County,  California. 

Description  This  project  consists  of  four  units:  EscondWo  Water  Reclamation  Project,  San 

Diego  Water  Reclamation  Project,  San  Diego  Water  Repuriflcatlon  Project,  and 
Padre  Dam  Municipal  Water  District  Reclamation  Program. 

The  Escondldo  Water  Reclamation  Project  is  t)elng  Implemented  by  the  City  of 
Escondido  to  upgrade  Its  Hale  Avenue  Treatment  Plant  from  secondary 
treatment  to  tertiary  treatment.  A  distribution  system  that  will  put  the  reclaimed 
water  to  tjeneficial  use  for  nonpotaWe  purposes  is  also  being  constnjcted.  When 
completed,  the  project  will  deliver  1 1 ,500  acre-feet  of  reclaimed  water  annually. 

The  San  Diego  Water  Reclamation  Project  is  a  water  reclamation  program  that  Is 
being  implemented  by  the  City  of  San  Diego,  it  includes  the  construction  of  four 
new  wastewater  treatment  plants,  and  expansion  of  an  existing  plant,  along  with 
a  distribution  system.  Reclamation  funding  would  only  be  used  for  project 
components  that  would  mal<e  the  effluent  from  the  treatment  plants  reusable. 
Total  system  capacity  upon  completion  will  be  approximately  29,100  acre-feet  of 
reclaimed  water  per  year. 

The  San  Diego  Water  Repuriflcatlon  Project  Is  being  studied  by  the  City  of  San 
Diego  and  the  San  Diego  County  Water  Authority.  They  have  proposed  a 
concept  refen-ed  to  as  a  repuriflcatlon  program  which  would  have  the  effect  of 
indirectly  using  reclaimed  water  for  potable  purposes.  The  project  is  dependent 
on  the  approval  of  the  Callfomia  Department  of  Health  Services.  Although  the 

-       '        proposal  seems  wori<able  and  the  Industry  supports  the  concept,  the  Department 

of  Health  Services  must  establish  guidelines  for  its  Implementation  even  as  a 
demonstration. 

The  Padre  Dam  H4unicipal  Water  District  Reclamation  Program  will  upgrade  and 
expand  an  existing  water  treatment  plant  and  constoict  a  distribution  system  that 
will  deliver  2.000  acre-feet  of  reclaimed  water  annually. 

AuUiorization  Public  Uw  102-575.  October  30.  1992. 

Ijind  certification        None  required. 

Definite  pian  report      None  required. 

Benefit  cost  ratio 

as  of  October  1,  1995  No  benefit-cost  ratio  was  required  during  authorization  of  the  project. 

Compietlon  data  San  Diego  Water  Reclamation  Project  -  The  project  Is  scheduled  for  completion 

In  2007. 

Escondido  Water  Reclamation  Project  -  The  project  wfll  be  complete  in  2000. 

San  Diego  Water  Repuriflcatlon  Project  -  The  project  is  scheduled  for  completion 
In  2000. 
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San  Diego  Area  Water 


Padre  Dam  Municipal  Water  District  Reclamation  Program  -  The  project  is 
scheduled  for  completion  In  1999. 

Summarized  Financial  Data 

Total  Federal  otiligatlons 
Redanratlon  $172,590,000      Allotments  to  9/30/94  $  -0- 

Other  Federal  Allotments  for  FY  1995  2.500.000 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation  -  0  -      Allotments  to  date  $    2.500,000 

Non-Federal  participation  \J  517,770.000      Allotments  for  FY  1996  2,340.000 

Adjustment 


Total  to  be  allocated  $690,360,000      Balance  to  complete  $167,750,000 

\j  Includes  cost  sharing  of  $325,710,000  from  the  City  of  San  Diego  for  the  San  Diego  Water 
Reclamation  Project;  $90,090,000  from  the  City  of  Escondido  for  the  Escondido  Water  Reclamation 
Project;  $83,310,000  from  the  City  of  San  Diego  and /or  San  Diego  County  Water  Authority  for  the  San 
Diego  Water  Repurification  Project;  and  $18,660,000  from  Padre  Dam  Municipal  Water  District  for  the 
Padre  Dam  Municipal  Water  District  Reclamation  Program. 

Project  Cost  Allocation 
Allocation  FY  1995  Estimate  FY  1996  Estimate 

Municipal  and  industrial  water  $  -  0  -  $690,360,000 

Cost  allocation 

methodology  This  program  was  not  included  in  the  FY  1995  justifications. 

Project  Repayment 
Repaid  by  Amount 

Nonreimbursaljlejy  $690,360,000 

1/  Includes  nonreimbursable  costs  of  $172,590,000  provided  by  the  Federal  govemment  as  grants, 
$325,710,000  from  the  City  of  San  Diego,  $90,090,000  from  the  City  of  Escondido,  $83,310,000  from  the 
City  of  San  Diego  and/or  San  Diego  County  Water  Authority,  and  $18,660,000  from  the  Padre  Dam 
Municipal  Water  District. 

Status  of  repayment 

contract  A  repayment  contract  will  not  be  required.  Grants  will  t)e  awarded  in  fiscal  year 

1995  to  the  City  of  San  Diego  for  the  San  Diego  Water  Reclamation  Project  and 
the  City  of  Escondido  for  the  Escondido  Water  Reclamation  Project.   In  1997 
grants  will  be  awarded  to  the  City  of  San  Diego  and/or  the  San  Diego  County 
Water  Authority  for  the  San  Diego  Water  Repurification  Project,  and  Padre  Dam 
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Municipal  Water  District  for  the  Padre  Dam  Municipal  Water  District 
Reclamation  Program. 


Irrigation  Investment 

per  acre  Not  applicable. 


Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Other  Information 


San  Diego  Water  Reclamation  Project  -  NEPA  compliance  for  construction 
activities  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  by  September  199S.  The  State  of 
Callfomia's  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  compliance  process  is 
scheduled  to  be  complete  by  September  1995. 

EscorxJido  Water  Reclamation  Project  -  NEPA  compliance  is  scheduled  to  be 
completed  by  March  1995.  The  CEQA  compliance  processes  were  completed 
In  December  1991  for  the  water  treatment  plant  modifications  and  July  1992  for 
tfie  distribution  system. 

San  Diego  Water  Repuriflcation  Project  -  There  currently  Is  no  schedule  for 
NEPA  or  CEQA  compliance  at  this  time  since  the  feasibOtty  has  not  been 
confirmed.  Approval  of  the  Califomia  Department  of  i-leaith  Services  needs  to 
t>e  obtained  prior  to  proceeding  with  this  project. 

Padre  Dam  Municipal  Water  District  Reclamation  Program  -  NEPA  compliance 
is  scheduidd  to  be  completed  by  October  1996.  The  CEQA  compliance 
process  is  scheduled  for  completion  by  Octol^er  1996. 

Reclamation  wfli  fund  25  percent  of  the  total  project  costs. 


Appropriation  celling 


An  appropriation  celing  was  not  included  in  the  authorizing  legislation. 


Work  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


San  Diego  Water  Reclamation  Project  -  Construction,  which  began  in  1993, 
will  continue  on  the  North  City  Water  Treatment  Plant  and  the  distribution 
system.  Grant  administrative  costs  will  continue.  $  45,640,000 

Escondido  Water  Reclamation  Project  -  Constmction,  which  began  in  1994, 
wBI  continue  on  ttie  Hale  Avenue  Treatment  Plant  and  the  distribution  system. 
Grant  administrative  costs  will  continue. 

$  17,750,000 


Non-Federal  contributions 
Total  request 


$-61.050.000 
$  2,340,000 
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Location 
Description 


Autliortzation 

Land  cartification 
Daflnita  plan  report 


San  Gabriel  Basin  Prq|ect 

Caiifomla 

This  project  Is  located  In  the  San  Gabriel  Valley  of  Los  Angeles  County. 
Caiifomla 

This  project  consists  of  three  units:  the  San  Gabriel  Basin  Demonstration 
Project,  Rk)  Hondo  Water  Recycling  Program,  and  San  Gabriel  Valley  Water 
Reclamation  Program. 

The  San  Gabriel  Basin  Demonstration  Project  Is  a  conjunctive  use  project  that 
extracts  groundwater  from  the  Baldwin  Park  Operating  Unit  (which  Is  an 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  superfund  site),  treats  the  water  to  remove  the 
volatile  organic  compounds,  and  then  delivers  the  effluent  to  water  districts  for 
distribution  and/or  groundwater  recharge.  The  components  of  the  project  are  a 
well  system,  conveyance  arxi  pumping  systems  for  both  influent  arvj  effluent. 
and  treatment  facBltles.   Extraction,  treatment,  and  distribution  of  San  Gabriel 
Basin  groundwater  wll!  Improve  the  Basin's  groundwater  quality.  Increase 
storage  capacity,  and  expand  the  Basin's  use  for  regional  benefits.  The  project 
will  pump,  treat,  and  distribute  approximately  30,000  acre-feet  per  year. 

The  purpose  of  the  Rio  Hondo  Water  Recycling  Program  Is  to  distribute 
10,000  acre-feet  of  reclaimed  water  from  the  San  Jose  Creek  Water  Reclamation 
Plant  for  landscape  irrigation  and  industrial  process  water.  This  use  of  recycled 
water  wll  replace  the  need  for  a  like  amount  of  potable  water,  thereby  lessening 
the  demand  on  both  imported  and  groundwater  resources.   By  reducing  the 
need  for  groundwater  pumping,  this  program  will  assist  In  the  prevention  of 
furttier  migration  of  contamination  from  the  San  Gabriel  plume  and  wastewater 
discharges  to  the  ocean  vAl\  be  decreased.   Compxjnents  of  the  program  are 
construction  of  a  main  pump  station,  a  tx)oster  pump  station,  reservoir  storage 
facfllties  (10  mHllon  gallons),  and  approximately  40  miles  of  pipeline. 

The  San  Gabriel  Valley  Water  Reclamation  Program  utilizes  up  to  25,000  acre- 
feet  of  reclaimed  water  from  the  San  Jose  Creek  Water  Reclamation  Plant  to 
recharge  the  San  Gabriel  Valley  groundwater  basin  in  order  to  replace  and/or 
suF>plement  water  currently  being  imported  and  recharged  at  the  Santa  Fe 
Spreading  Grounds.  There  will  t>e  no  net  change  in  the  amount  of  water 
currentiy  t>elng  recharged  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  this  program. 
Additional  facilities  wrili  annually  allow  6,200  acre-feet  of  reclaimed  water  to  be 
used  for  landscape  irrigation  and  industrial  use. 

PuUk:  Law  102-575,  October  30,  1992,  and  Public  Law  103-126.  dated  October 
28.  1993. 

None  required. 

None  required. 


Benefit  cost  ratio 

•s  of  OctolMr  1,  1995    No  benefit-cost  ratio  was  required  during  authorization  of  the  project 


Complalion  data 


San  Gabriel  Basin  Demonstration  Project  -  Ttie  consbuction  of  this  project  is 
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scheduled  for  completion  In  1997.  Phase  II  has  been  deleted  due  to  proied 
reforrmlatlon  from  that  shown  In  the  FY  1995  Budget  Justifications. 

Rio  Hondo  Water  Recycling  Program  -  The  program  Is  scheduled  to  be 
complete  In  1997.  Program  completion  delayed  1  year  from  that  shown  In  the 
FY  1995  Budget  Justifications. 

San  Gabriel  Valley  Water  Reclamation  Program  -  The  project  is  scheduled  for 
completion  In  1997. 


Summarlzad  Hnanciai  Data 

Total  Federal  obligations 
Reclamation  $38,090,000      Allotments  to  9/30/94  $  5,000.000 

Other  Federal  Allotments  for  FY  1995  5.000.000 

Net  pn>perty  and  other  transfers 
Federal  participation  -  0  -      Allotments  to  date  $  10.000.000 

Non-Federal  participation  1/  114,270.000      Allotments  for  FY  1996  9.750.000 

Adjustment 


Total  to  be  allocated  $152,360,000      Balance  to  complete  $  18.340,000 

1/  Includes  cost  sharing  of  $43,590,000  from  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern  Califomla,  the 
San  Gabriel  Basin  Water  Quality  Authority,  and/or  other  entities  for  the  San  Gabriel  Basin  Demonstration 
Project;  $48,090,000  from  the  Central  Basin  Municipal  Water  District  for  the  Rio  Hondo  Water  Recycling 
Program:  and  $22,590,000  from  the  Upper  San  Gabriel  Valley  Municipal  Water  District  for  the  San 
Gat>riel  Valley  Water  Reclamation  Program. 

Project  Cost  Allocation 

A"oc>tlon  FY  1995  Estimate  FY  1996  Estimate 

Municipal  and  Industrial  water  $  475.000.000  $  152.360.000 

Coat  allocation 

methodology  There  Is  a  net  decrease  In  the  total  costs  of  the  project  of  $322,640,000.  A 

decrease  In  the  total  project  cost  of  $341,640,000  is  due  to  the  refomiulation  of 
the  San  Gabriel  Basin  Demonstration  Project,  Including  deletion  of  phase  li.  An 
Increase  In  total  cost  of  $19,000,000  results  from  revised  project  costs  for  the 
Rio  Hondo  Water  Recycling  Program.  The  Increase  Is  the  result  of  an  addition 
of  facllties  to  serve  users  that  were  recently  Identified  in  the  Commerce  unit  for 
a  total  of  $15  million.  Additional  engineering  refinements  and  revised  estimates 
for  current  prices  resulted  in  an  Increase  of  $4  million. 
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Project  Repayment 


Repaid  bv 

Nonreimbursable  1/ 


Amount 

$152,360,000 


1/  indudes  nonreimbursable  costs  of  $38,090,000  provided  by  tiie  Federal  government  as  grants. 
$43,590,000  from  the  Metnspolltan  Water  District,  the  San  Gabriel  Basin  Water  Quality  Authority  and/or 
other  entities.  $48,090,000  from  the  Central  Basin  Municipal  Water  District,  and  $22,590,000  from  the 
Upper  San  Gabriel  Valley  Municipal  Water  District 


Statue  of  repayment 
contract 


Irrigation  investment 
per  acre 

Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Otiier  information 


Repayment  contracts  will  not  be  required.  A  grant  for  preconstruction  activities 
for  the  San  Gabriel  Basin  Demonstration  Project  was  awarded  In  September 
1994.  A  grant  for  preconstruction  activities  for  the  San  Gabriel  Water 
Reclamation  Project  was  awarded  In  August  1994.  Central  Basin  Municipal 
Water  District  was  awarded  a  grant  for  the  Rio  Hondo  Water  Recycling 
Program  In  June  1994.  Grants  are  scheduled  for  award  to  the  Metropolitan 
Water  District  of  Southern  California  and/or  the  San  Gabriel  Basin  Water 
Quality  Authority  for  construction  of  the  San  Gabriel  Basin  Demonstration 
Project  in  fiscal  year  1995  and  the  Upper  San  Gabriel  Valley  Municipal  Water 
District  for  the  construction  of  the  San  Gabriel  Valley  Water  Reclamation 
Program  In  FY  1995. 


Not  applicable. 


San  GatMlel  Basin  Demonstration  Project  -  A  categorical  exclusion  for 
preconstruction  activities  was  completed  In  September  1994.  NEPA 
compliance  Is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  September  1995.  The  State  of 
Callfomia's  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  compliance  process  Is  scheduled 
to  be  completed  in  September  1995. 

Rk)  Hondo  Water  Recycling  Program  -  Rndings  of  No  Significant  Impact 
(FONSI)  was  completed  In  June  1994.  The  CEQA  compliance  process  has 
been  completed. 

San  Gabriel  Valley  Water  Redamatlon  Program  -  A  categorical  exclusion  for 
preconstruction  activities  was  completed  In  April  1994.  NEPA  compliance  for 
the  actual  construction  Is  scheduled  to  be  completed  In  September  1995. 
provided  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  Is  not  required.  The 
CEQA  compliance  process  was  completed  in  August  1994. 

Reclamation  wBI  fund  25  percent  of  the  total  project  costs.  Funds  were  first 
appropriated  for  the  project  In  FY  1994. 

Due  to  the  Involvement  of  the  Potentially  Responsible  Parlies  under  the 
Superfund  process,  the  final  details  and  associated  costs  of  the  San  Gabriel 
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Basin  Demonstration  Project  have  not  been  determined  and  are  stil  being 
discussed.  The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  recently  named 
sixteen  companies  it  considers  responsitile  for  cleanup,  and  a  cost-sharing 
agreement  is  being  negotiated. 

The  MHer  Brewing  Company,  which  owns  a  major  brewery  located  near  the 
Santa  Fe  Spreading  Grounds,  has  fled  two  lawsuits  challengirig  the  San 
Gabriel  VaMey  Water  Reclamation  Program,  claiming  the  project  endangers 
public  health.  Mller  is  suing  the  Upper  San  Gabriel  Valley  Municipal  Water 
District,  and  If  successful,  wll  stop  the  project   Reclamation  Is  not  Involved  In 
the  litigation.  Court  hearings  are  scheduled  in  1995. 

Appropriation  cainng     An  appropriation  celing  was  not  included  In  the  authorizing  legislation. 


Work  proposad 
for  FY  1996 


San  Gat)rM  Basin  Demonstration  Project  -  Grant  wori(  wll  continue  on  the 
construction  of  a  well  system  and  conveyance  and  pumping  systems.  Grant 
administrative  costs  wllcontinue.  $  21,750,000 


Rio  Hondo  Water  Recycling  Program  -  Grant  work  wll  continue  on  the 
construction  of  pipelines  to  deliver  recycled  water  to  various  communities. 
Grant  administrative  cost  wW  continue.  $  24,000,000 

San  GabrM  Vallay  Watar  Raciamation  Program  -  Grant  work  wll  continue  on 
the  construction  of  pipelines.  Grant  administrative  costs  wW  continue. 

$  16,000,000 


Non-Federal  contrlbutlona 
Total  raquast 


6-52.000.000 

$  9,750,000 
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San  Jose  Area  Water  Redamation  and  Reuse  Program 

California 

Location  This  program  encompasses  the  San  Jose,  Califomia,  metropolitan  service  area. 

Description  This  Is  a  regional  program  for  tfie  planning,  design,  and  constmction  of 

demonstration  and  permanent  faciltties  to  reclaim  and/or  reuse  up  to  37,000 
acre-feet  per  year  of  wastewater  treatment  plant  effluent,  primarily  for  Irrigation 
in  tfie  Santa  Oara  Valley,  California.  The  project  includes  constmction  of  300 
miles  of  pipe  over  a  150-square-mlle  area  In  six  cities  to  bring  reclaimed  water 
to  more  than  2,000  identified  customers  for  use  in  landscape  and  agricultural 
irrigation. 

The  project  wBI  enable  the  city  of  San  Jose  to  meet  federally  mandated  water 
quality  standards,  and  to  reduce  pressure  on  area  surface  and  groundwater 
supplies.  The  project  is  required  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  to 
prevent  conversion  of  endangered  salt  marsh  habitat  by  fresh  water  effluent 
entering  San  Francisco  Bay.  The  project  will  also  reduce  the  discharge  of  trace 
level  pollutants,  and  provide  a  reliable  source  of  nonpotable  water  to  offset 
potatile  demands. 

The  San  Jose/Santa  Oara  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  (Plant)  is  a  jointly- 
owned  regional  wastewater  treatment  plant  operated  by  the  City  of  San  Jose. 
The  Plant  serves  over  1 .2  million  residents,  businesses,  and  industry  in  the 
Santa  Clara  Valley.  The  Plant  cun-ently  discharges  aboxA  120  miilion  gallons  per 
day  of  highly  purified  effluent  into  an  estuary  at  the  southem  end  of  San 
Francisco  Bay.  Treated  effluent  from  the  Plant  has  been  recycled  on  a  limited 
basis  for  many  years.  In  1978  the  Plant  added  advanced  processes  to  further 
treat  the  effluent.  Including  additional  filtration  and  disinfection.  Since  then,  a 
small  percent  of  flow  (up  to  5  million  gallons  per  day)  has  been  recycled  for 
cooling  water  and  Inlgation  of  plant  landscaping.  Facilities  were  upgraded 
further  in  1986,  Improving  the  reliability  of  the  Plant  to  produce  a  high  quality 
effluent  suitable  for  reuse. 

I^rge-scale  water  reclamation  efforts  were  brought  to  the  forefront  in  January 
1989,  with  the  finding  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the  San 
Francisco  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  that  the  environment  adjacent 
to  the  plant  had  been  degraded  by  plant  eflluent.  Federal  and  State  regulators 
determined  that  the  fresh  vrater  discharged  from  the  Plant  had  reduced  the 
salinity  of  nearby  salt  marsh,  converting  it  to  fresh-water  marsh  and  threatening 
the  habitat  of  two  endangered  species  (the  salt  marsh  harvest  mouse  and  the 
Califomia  dapper  rail).   Despite  the  fact  that  plant  effluent  Is  treated  nearly  to 
drinking  water  standards.  Environmental  Protection  Administration  and  the 
Regional  Board  ordered  San  Jose  to  divert  flows  over  120  million  gallons  per 
day  from  the  South  Bay  to  prevent  further  marsh  conversion.  As  the  treatment 
plant  was  designed  to  treat  up  to  167  million  gallons  per  day  of  wastewater, 
approximately  50  million  gallons  per  day  must  be  diverted  for  the  plant  to 
operate  at  full  capacity.  In  September  1991,  the  city  adopted  an  action  plan  to 
address  the  issue  of  marsh  conversion.  The  planned  reuse  (through  Phase  II) 
of  50  million  gallons  per  day  of  plant  flow  at  a  combined  cost  of  $450  million 
will  allow  the  plant  to  operate  at  capacity  w^ile  preventing  further  marsh 
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Authorization 


conversion,  and  reducing  the  mass  aH  trace  metals  discharged  to  the  Bay. 

Another  significant  benefit  of  regional  water  reclamation  v«s  made  dear  during 
the  recent  six-year  drought,  when  cities  throughout  Califomia  looked  to  ease 
the  water  shortage  by  exploiting  local  supplies.  Area  cities  developed  demand 
for  reclaimed  water  by  passing  drought-control  ordinances  proWbtting  the  use 
of  drinking  water  for  dust  control  and  constructton.  Although  heavy  rains 
offfeially  ended  ttie  six-year  drought  in  1993,  the  ban  remains  In  effect.  Since 
1989,  the  dty  has  dispensed  more  than  300  milikin  gallons  for  constructton 
purposes,  and  an  additional  1  mBllon  gallons  per  day  has  been  piped  to  a 
nearby  golf  course  for  Irrigatton.  When  completed,  the  proposed  project  wBI 
offset  summer  demand  for  drinking  water  by  up  to  70  million  gallons  per  day. 
by  pravUing  an  appropriate  substitute  for  industrial  process,  agricultural  use 
and  landscape  Irrigatton. 

Public  Ijw  102-575,  the  Redamatton  Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act 
of  1992,  Tide  XVI,  Sectton  1607,  dated  October  30,  1992. 


Land  certification  Not  appltoable. 

Definite  pian  report       Not  appltoable. 

Benefit  cost  ratio 

as  of  October  1. 1995    Benefit-cost  rattos  are  not  required  for  activities  authorized  under  Publto  i-aw 
102-575. 

Comptation  data  San  Jose  Area  Water  Redamatton  and  Reuse  Program,  Phase  I,  is  scheduled  to 

complete  in  November.  1997. 


Total  Federal  oUigattons 

Net  property  and  other  transfers 
Federal  parttoipatton 
Non-Federal  parttoipationl/ 

Total  to  be  aflocated 


Summarized  Financial  Data 

$1 1 2,000,000      Allotments  to  9/30/94 
Allotments  for  FY  1995 

Allotments  to  date 
338.000.000      Allotments  for  FY  1996 


$450,000,000      Balance  to  complete 


$  0 

1-715.000 

$  1,715.000 
1,750,000 

$108,535,000 


1/  Noncash  contrtouttons  by  San  Jose  and  Santa  Clara  VaUey  Water  District 
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Allocation 


Water  Conservation 
Total 


Cost  allocation 
mathodology 


Project  Cost  Allocation 

FY  1995  estimate 

$130.000.000 
$130,000,000 


FY  1996  estimate 

$450.000.000 
$450,000,000 


Changes  In  the  cost  allocation  are  the  result  of  changes  In  the  total  estimated 
cost  of  this  program. 


Project  Repayment 


Repaid  bv 


Local  non-Federal  entities!/ 
Nonreimbursable 
Total 


Amourrt 

$338,000,000 

112.000.000 

$450,000,000 


jy  Noncash  contributions  by  San  Jose  and  Santa  Clara  Valley  Water  District. 

Status  of  repayment 

contract  Not  applicable. 

Irrigation  investment 

per  acre  Not  applicable. 


Status  of  NEPA 
compliance 


Not  applicable. 


Appropriation  celling     Not  applicabie. 

Other  Information  The  Golden  Triangle.  Phase  1.  of  the  project  will  reuse  9.000  acre-feet  per 

year  in  the  fifty  square  mDe  area.  This  phase  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  In 
November  1997  at  a  cost  of  $130  million,  and  will  provide  peai(  diversion  of 
about  20  million  gallons  per  day. 

The  Phase  i  facQity  plan  was  completed  in  1993,  along  with  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report  for  construction  of  water  reclamation  facilities  in  the  Golden 
Triangle  area.  A  wori<shop  was  held  with  local  water  retailers  and  other 
agencies  in  December  1993  to  detennine  optimum  pipeline  alignments  In  the 
expanded  area  for  the  purposes  of  facility  design  and  budget  development 

Statements  of  Qualification  for  project  management  services  have  been 
received,  and  a  short  list  of  consultants  will  be  Inten/iewed.  The  selected  firm 
wll  be  responsible  for  developing  the  institutional  framework  for  nonpotable 
reclamation,  including  agreements  with  water  retailers  for  funding,  operating, 
and  maintaining  the  facilities,  and  public  education  about  the  uses  and  benefits 
of  reclaimed  water. 
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Work  currently  underway  Includes  final  design  of  the  diversion  structure, 
preliminary  design  of  the  pumping  station  and  conceptual  design  for  alignments 
of  \he  distribution  system. 

Work  proposed 

for  FY  1996  San  Jose  Area  Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse  Program.   (Public  Law  102- 

575,  Section  1607).   Phase  I  of  this  grant,  which  began  in  1994,  will  continue  In 
order  to  establish  an  institutional  framework  and  obtain  environmental 
compliances,  as  required  to  continue  the  planning,  design  and  construction  of 
demonstratkm  and  pemianent  facilities  to  reclaim  and  reuse  water  within  the 
fifty  square  mile  'Golden  Triangle"  area  of  San  Jose,  Califomla,  metropolitan 
service  area. 

$50,000,000 

Non-Federal  Participation  -48.250.000 

Total  request  $  1,750,000 
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LEGEND 

<2I.X]FISH   PtSSACE   lUPftOVtUENTS 
—       FISH   BARAlER 


V^^g^C^ 


1  WEST  EXTENSION  WATER  EXCHANGE  FACIUT1ES 

2  COLD  SPRINGS  RESERVOIR  PUMP 

3  COTTONWOOD  BEND  PUMP 

4  COLUMBIA-COLD  SPRINGS  CANAL 

5  STANRELD  CANAL 

6  STANRELD  REUFT  PUMP 

7  STANFIELD  REUFT  CANAL  &  SIPHON 

8  FISH  BARRIER 


i 


UMTB>  STATES 

OEPAmnen' OF  T>C  MTEMOn 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

PAORC  NORTHWEST  REGION 

UMATILLA  BASIN  PROJECT 

OREGON 

January  t8»S 
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Umatilla  Basin  Project 
Oregon 

Location  This  project  is  located  In  the  Unnatiila  River  Basin  In  northeastern  Oregon. 

Description  The  purpose  of  the  project  is  to  mitigate  fishery  losses  by  restoring  salmon  and 

steelhead  runs  in  the  Umatilla  River.  The  project  is  needed  to  meet  treaty 
reserved  fishing  rights  of  the  Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Umatilla  Indian 
Reservation  while  continuing  tfie  existing  vyater  service  to  the  Hermlston,  West 
Extension,  Westland,  and  Stanfield  Irrigation  Districts  and  any  other  entity  which 
participates  in  the  project  water  exchange.  The  program  includes  a  large 
pumping  complex  on  the  Columbia  River,  small  pumping  faciltties  near  the 
mouth  of  the  Umatflla  River,  and  fish  passage  Improvements  at  several  irrigation 
diversions.  The  pumping  plants  will  supply  irrigators  within  the  existing  Umatilla 
Project  with  some  of  their  water  so  that  flows  now  diverted  from  the  Umatilla 
River  for  irrigation  wRI  remain  in  the  river  to  enhance  flow  conditlorfs  for  salmon 
and  steelhead  migration,  spawning,  arxj  rearing.   Interest  In  the  project  Is  high 
among  non-Indian  Irrigators  because  it  allows  the  Federal  Umatilla  reclamation 
project  to  meet  existing  water  supply  commitments,  while  reaffirming  the 
Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Umatilla  Indian  Reservation  Indian  treaty  fishing 
rights.  Passage  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  Electric  Power  Planning  and 
Conservation  Act  of  1980  (Public  l^w  96-501)  allows  for  tributary  fishery 
enhancement,  such  as  in  the  Umatilla  Basln^to  mitigate  anadromous  fish  losses 
resulting  from  construction  of  Columbia  River  dams  for  power  production 
through  offsite  enhancement  programs. 

This  project  is  necessary  to  try  to  resolve  the  conflict  and  avoid  future  litigation 
between  fishery  and  irrigation  water  users  In  the  Umatilla  River  basin. 
Construction  of  fish  passage  facilities  was  completed  with  funding  by  Bonneville 
Power  Administration  under  authority  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  Power  Planning 
and  Conservation  Act  in  order  to  maintain  project  continuity  and  meet  the 
objectives  of  all  water  user  Irrterests. 

Authorization  Public  Law  100-557;  October  21,  1988. 

Land  certification  None  required. 

Definite  plan  report       None  required.  The  project  was  authorized  on  the  basis  of  the  information 
provided  in  the  Planning  Report/Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


Benefit  cost  ratio 
as  of  October  1,  1995 


Complstion  data 


Direct  Benefits:   1.3 

The  ratio  was  computed  using  the  authorized  project  Interest  rate  of  8-7/8 
percent.  The  project  evaluation  guidelines  provide  for  identification  of  direct 
t)eneflts  only.  Justification  for  project  construction  was  tiased  on  the  Federal 
Government's  implicit  treaty  obligation  to  the  Confederated  Tribes.  The  B/C 
ratio  is  shown  for  Information  purposes  only. 

The  project's  first  phase,  the  West  Extension  Irrigation  District  water  exchange 
facBKIes,  was  completed  in  November  1992  and  is  now  in  service.  The 
remainder  of  the  project  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  FY  1998.  As  of 
September  30,  1994,  the  project  was  63  percent  complete. 
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Total  Federal  obligations 

Reclamation 

Other  Federal 
Net  property  and  other  transfers 

Federal  participation  \J 

Non-Federal  participation  2/ 
Adjustments 

Total  to  t>e  allocated 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 


$5 1 .089.000  Allotments  to  %/^/9A 

-0-  Allotment  for  FY  1995 

3.245.000  Allotments  to  date 
4,139.000  Allotment  for  FY  1996 
:0- 


$58,473,000      Balance  to  complete 
XJ  Includes  preauthorlzatlon  Investigation  and  advance  planning  costs. 
2/  Non-Federal  contributions  from  BonnevUle  Power  Administration  power  user  revenues. 


$29,936,675 
8.250.000 


38,186.675 
6,700,000 


$  6,202.325 


Allocation 


Fish  and  wildlife 
Total 


Project  Cost 

FY  1995  estimate 

$58.884.000 
$58,884,000 


FY  1996  estimate 

$58.473.000 
$58,473,000 


Repaid  By 


Project  Repayment 


Non-Federal  contributions  ^J 
Non-reimbursable  2/ 
Total 


Amount 

4.139.000 

54.334.000 

$58,473,000 


XJ  Non-Federal  contributions  from  Bonneville  Power  Administration  power  user  revenues. 
2/  Federal  portion  of  costs  authorized  as  nonreimbursable. 


Status  of  repayment 

contracts  None  required. 


Status  NEPA 
compliance 


Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  filed  on  February  12.  1988. 
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Umatilla  Basin  Project 


Appropriation  celling 


Appropriations  authorized  are  $50,089,000  (October  1995).  This  authorization 
Is  adequate  to  cover  the  project  as  currently  proposed.  Total  Federal 
obligations  include  $1 ,000,000  for  lease/purchase  of  water  rights  as  authorized, 
which  is  In  addition  to  the  appropriation  celling. 


Work  proposed 
for  FY  1996 


Cold  Springs  Pumping  Plant  -  Construction  of  the  pumping  plant  will  be 
completed.  $2,135,000 

Columbia-Cold  Springs  Canal  -  Construction  of  the  canal  will  be  completed. 

$  480,000 


Stanfieid  Canal  and  Relift  Pumping  Plant  -  One  contract  for  the  construction 
of  the  North  Branch  canal  will  be  completed.    Contracts  will  be  awarded  to 
construct  the  Stanfieid  Branch  canal,  pumping  plant,  and 
control  system.  $3,3*5,000 

Other  Project  Costs  -  Provides  for  lease/purchase  of  water  rights  and 
continuation  of  historical/archeological  investigations,  and  tribal  participation. 
A  contract  wHI  be  awarded  for  the  remote  control/monitoring 
system.  $  700.000 


Total  request 


$6,700,000 
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Water  ConservaAion  Challenge  Partnerships 


Location 
DMcrtption 


Completion  Data 
Cost  Sharing 


Activities  are  located  In  the  17  Western  States. 

Water  conservation  and  efficiency  Innovations  wHI  play  a  critical  role  In 
Improving  water  management  In  the  17  Westem  states.  Reclamation  proposes 
to  establish  a  cost-shared  program  to  fund  partnerships  for  water  consen«tlon. 
Non-Federal  entitles  proposing  to  implement  meaningful  water  conservation 
activities  are  potential  partners.  All  proposals  submitted  will  be  comparatively 
evaluated.  These  Challenge  Partnerships  will  encourage  innovation  in  the  field 
of  water  conservation,  and  assist  Reclamation  and  Its  customers  in  meeting 
water  conservation  objectives  of  the  Reclamation  Reform  Act. 

Examples  of  techniques  that  may  be  considered  Include: 
Drainwater  Reuse 

Irrigation  Scheduling  Improvements 
Plumbing  Fixture  Replacement  Program 
Installation  of  Water  Measuring  Devices 
Reduced  Distribution  System  l.osses 

Ideas  wDI  be  evaluated  on  the  basis  of  technical/financial  feasibility,  social/ 
environmental  acceptability,  user  participation,  and  available  cost-sharing. 
Methods  to  quantify  success  must  be  available.  There  must  also  be  a  dear 
need  for  the  candidate  project  Basic  research  and  paper  studies  will  not  be 
supported. 


Initiation:    FY  1996 


Completion:    FY  2000 


50/50  cost-sharing  wHI  be  sought  State  and  local  agencies,  universities,  water 
users,  and  even  those  who  have  had  no  direct  Involvement  with  Reclamation's 
program  in  the  past  have  shovm  interest  in  submitting  proposals  for  evaluation. 
Matching  funds  may  be  available  from  State  and  local  entities. 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 


Total  Estimated 
Cost 

Reclamation  $45,000,000 
Non-Federal 

(cash  and  services)  45.000.000 

Total  $90,000,000 


FY  1995 
Allotment 

FY1996 
Estimate 

Balance  to 
Comolete 

$  -0- 

$  9,000,000 

$36,000,000 

-Q- 
-0- 

9.000.000 
$18,000,000 

36.000.000 
$72,000,000 
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Colorado  River  Storage  Project 
Recreational  and  Hsh  and  Wildlife  FacUities 

Arizona.  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  Utah.  Wyoming 

Location  This  pn^ect  is  located  In  the  States  of  Arizona,  Ck)lorado,  New  Mexico.  Utah, 

and  Wyoming. 

DMcrfption  Section  8  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act,  enacted  April  1 1 ,  1956. 

authorized  and  directed  the  Secretary  to  investigate,  plan,  construct,  operate, 
and  maintain  (1)  public  recreational  facilities  on  lands  withdrawn  or  acquired  for 
the  development  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project,  or  participating 
projects,  to  conserve  the  scenery;  the  natural,  historic,  and  archeologicai 
objects;  and  the  widiife  on  said  lands  and  to  provide  for  the  public  use  and 
enjoyment  of  the  same  and  of  the  water  areas  created  by  these  projects  by 
such  means  as  are  consistent  with  the  primary  purposes  of  said  projects  and 
(2)  facilities  to  mitigate  losses  of,  and  improve  conditions  for,  the  propagation  of 
fish  and  wildlife. 

Ttw  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  authority  for  continuing  work  on  most 
recreational  and  fish  and  wildlife  facilities  of  the  Colorado  River  Storage  Project. 
Development  and  construction  of  project  recreational  areas  fiaving  national 
significance  are  the  responsibility  of  the  National  Pari<  Service  except  Raming 
Gorge  Reservoir  which  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Forest  Service.  Fish 
hatcheries  and  wildlife  refuges  are  a  responsibility  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.  Funds  for  the  development  of  these  areas  are  provided  by  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  untB  they  are  designated  by  the  Congress  as  National 
Recreation  Areas  or  National  Wildlife  Refuges. 

Tfw  total  appropriation  request  of  $1 ,920.000  provides  for  continuation  of  work 
on  three  projects  and  initiation  of  work  on  the  Glen  Canyon  Unit.  The 
investment  through  September  30.  1994.  at  public  use  areas  created  by  the 
Colorado  River  Storage  Project  Act  totaled  $256  million.  In  1994,  about 
3.6  mfllkMi  fish  were  produced  by  the  two  fish  hatcheries  constructed  as  a  part 
of  the  project  There  were  8.8  million  visitations  at  the  22  completed  Colorado 
River  Storage  Project  reseivoire  during  the  1994  recreation  season. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Enacted 

FY  1995 

Recreational  faclltles 

3,835.000 

Fish  and  wHdilfe  facilities 

3.371.000 

Subtotal 

$7,206,000 

Non-Federal  cash 

Prtor  year  funds 

-0- 

Recreational  facilities 

-0- 

Fish  and  wHdllfe  faclltles 

-0- 

Total  program 

$7,206,000 

Constructkm  -  31 1 

Requett 
FY  1996 

-0- 

1.920.000 

$1,920,000 


-0- 

-0- 

-  0- 

$1,920,000 
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Recreational  and  Fish  and  Wldllfa  FadWes 


Woffc  proposed 

tor  FY  1M6  Fltli  and  Wildllte  Facilities 


Animas-La  Plata  Project,  Colorado  -  PreconstnicUon  actMtles 

wll  continue.  $    250.000 

Seedskadee  Project,  Wyoming  -  Development  of  the  National 

WMIife  Refuge  wll  be  completed.  $1,010,000 

Glen  Canyon  Unit,  Aijzona  -  Studies  wBI  be  initiated  for  temperature  control 
structures  at  Glen  Canyon  Dam  as  required  by  the  Glen  Canyon  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  $    160,000 

Wayne  N.  Asplnall  UnK,  Colorado  -  L.and  acquisition  wll  continue  for  Fishery 
Mitigation.  $    500.000 

Total  request  $1,920,000 
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REHABILITATION  AND  BETTERMENT 
OF  EXISTING  PROJECTS 
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REHABILITATION  AND  BETTERMENT 
OF  EXISTING  PROJECTS 


On  existing  older  projects,  sonie  of  the 
structures  have  exceeded  their  usefui  iife;  and  in 
the  long  run,  replacement  is  more  economical 
than  continuing  extensive  repairs.  The 
deteriorated  faculties  result  In  Inefficient  use  or 
loss  of  water.  Needed  repairs  In  most  instances 
are  beyond  the  ability  of  the  water  user  to 
finance  on  a  current  year  basis.  In  addition, 
there  have  been  many  changes  in  larxJ  use, 
methods  of  irrigation,  and  types  of  crops  raised. 
Therefore,  to  place  these  older  projects  on  a 
basis  comparable  to  those  now  being 
constructed,  the  facilities  not  only  need  to  be 
rehabilitated  but  also  improved. 


The  Act  of  October  7,  1949,  as  amended,  which 
Is  the  basic  authorizing  legislation  for  the 
rehabilitation  and  tratterment  program,  requires 
execution  of  contracts  for  the  repayment  of  the 
cost  of  the  rehabilitation  and  betterment  work 
allocated  to  reimbursable  functions. 

The  annual  rate  of  payment  Is  based  on  the 
finding  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  to  the 
ability  of  the  user  to  pay  after  giving  due 
consideration  to  any  other  outstanding 
repayment  obligations. 

During  FY  1996,  rehabilitation  and  betterment 
work  will  continue  on  three  projects. 


Sumnnarized  Financial  Data 


Rehabilitation  and  Betterment 


Enacted 
FY  1995 


Request 
FY  1996 


Allotment 

Application  of  prior  year  funds 
Non-Federal  cash 
Non-Federal  norvcash 
Total  program 


$  9.133,000 

76,000 

6,835.000 

1.720.000 

$17,764,000 


$4,749,000 

-0- 

3.924.00 

1.300.000 

$9,973,000 


Contruction  -  313 
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Rehabilitation  and  Bettennent 


Ogden  River 

Utati 

Location  This  project  is  iocated  in  north-centrai  Utah  In  Weber  and  Box  Sder  Counties. 

Description       Rehabilitation  wori<  performed  by  the  water  users  will  conclude  on  Pineview  Dam,  Ogden 
Canyon  Conduit,  and  Ogden-Brigham  Canal. 

FY  1995  allotment  $1,508,000  FY  1996  request  $975,000 

Prior  year  funds  39,000 

Non-Federal  cash  1.135.000  Non-Federal  cash  1 .867.000 

FY  1995  total  program  $2,682,000  FY  1996  total  program  $2,842,000 


Shoshone  Project 

Wyoming 

Location  This  project  is  located  In  northwestern  Wyoming. 

Description      The  Shoshone  Project  is  made  up  of  four  inlgation  districts  (Shoshone,  Deaver, 

Wlilwood,  and  Heart  Mountain)  that  serve  approximately  93,000  acres.  The  facilities 
were  constmcted  from  1917-1947  and  are  in  need  of  rehabilitation  or  replacement.  Work 
will  continue  on  the  conversion  of  canals  to  pipe  for  all  but  the  larger  supply  canals. 
Also,  reliabiiitatlon  of  farm  turnout  water-measurement  devices  and  lining  of  larger  canals 
wll  corrtinue. 


FY  1995  allotment 
Prior  year  funds 
Non-Federal  non-cash 
FY  1995  total  program 


$1,556,000  FY  1996  request  $1,300,000 

22,000 

$1.700.000  Non-Federal  non-cash  $1.300.000 

$3,278,000  FY  1996  total  program  $2,600,000 


Weber  Basin  Project 

Utah 

Location  This  project  Is  located  in  north-central  Utah  in  Davis,  Morgan.  Summit,  Wasatch,  and 

Weber  Counties. 

Description       Rehabilitation  work  performed  by  the  water  users  wrill  continue  on  Gateway  Canal, 
Ogden  Valley  Canal,  Willard  Laterals,  Arthur  Watkins  Dam,  and  water  supply  wells. 


FY  1995  allotment 
Prior  year  funds 
Non-Federal  cash 
FY  1995  total  program 


$5,891,000  FY  1996  request  $2,474,000 

5,000 

$5.700.000  Non-Federal  cash  $2.057,000 

$11,596,000  FY  1996  total  program  $4,531,000 


Contmction  -  315 
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DRAINAGE  AND  MINOR  CONSTRUCTION 
PROGRAM 


The  drainage  and  minor  construction  program 
consists  mostly  of  minor  completion  work  on 
pro|ects  for  wfiich  major  construction  is 
completed.  Activities  in  this  category  include 
drainage  work,  minor  repairs,  modification  work, 
miscellaneous  finishing  activities,  construction  of 
minimum  tiasic  health  and  safety  facilities 
around  existing  reservoirs,  preconstruction  on 
temporarily  deferred  facilities,  and  Investigations 
for  settlement  of  claims. 


A  program  of  investigation  and  construction  of 
recreation  facilities  under  Title  28  of  Put)lic  Law 
102-575  is  Included. 

The  FY  1996  program  involves  activity  on 
17  ongoing  projects,  which  include  2  units  of 
the  Pick-Sloan  Missouri  Basin  Program;  cost- 
sharing  with  non-Federal  management  entities 
on  the  development,  rehabilitation,  and 
management  of  recreation  areas  and  facilities; 
and  the  Wetlands  Development  Program.  . 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Drainage  and  Minor  Construction 

Allotment 

Application  prior  year  funds 
Non-Federal  cash 
Non-Federal  non-cash 
Other  Federal  participation 
Total  program 


Enacted 

Request 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

$34,554,000 

$23,203,000 

3,437,607 

11,768,000 

7,510,000 

1.093,500 

2,183,000 

1.811.000 

0 

$52,664,107 

$32,896,000 

Construction  -  317 
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Drainage  and  Minor  Construction 


Boise  Project 

idaho 

Location  The  project  is  iocated  in  southwestern  idaho. 

Description      Several  water  quality  Improvement  projects  are  planned  for  Cascade  Reservoir.  The 
idaho  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  has  designated  Cascade  Reservoir  as  a 
"Water  Quality  Limited  Stream  Segment,'  which  allows  the  state  to  participate  in  cost- 
sharing  for  water  quality  improvements.   Reclamation,  as  a  major  land  owner  adjacent  to 
the  reservoir  is  responsible  for  water  quality  impacts  and  must  participate  in  the 
resolution  of  the  issues  impacting  water  quality.   Non-Federal  cost  sharing  for  60  percent 
of  the  cost  of  these  projects  wiii  t>e  provided  by  the  State  of  Idaho. 


FY  1995  allotment 
Prior  year  funds 
Non-Federal  non  cash 
FY  1995  total  program 


$-0-  FY  1996  request  $510,000 
175,833 

-0-  Non-Federal  non  cash  765,000 

$175,833  FY  1996  total  program  $1,275,000 


Brantley  Project 

New  Mexico 

Location  This  project  is  located  In  southeastern  New  Mexico  on  the  Pecos  River  In  Eddy  County. 

Description      Funds  provide  for  waterfowl  mitigation  activities  on  the  300-acre  waterfovi^  ponds  of  the 
Karr  Farm  near  Artesia,  New  Mexico,  and  640  acres  of  waterfowl  feed  on  the  Seven 
Rivers  Farm  adjacent  to  Brantley  Reservoir. 


FY  1995  allotment 

Prior  year  funds 

FY  1995  total  program 


$-0- 
261,677 
261,677 


FY  1996  request 


$650,000 


Colorado  River  Front  Work  and  Levee  System 

Arizona,  Caiifomia,  Nevada 

Location  This  project  is  located  in  Mohave,  La  Paz,  and  Yuma  Counties  in  western  Arizona; 

Riverside,  San  Bernardino,  and  Imperial  Counties  In  southeastern  Caiifomia;  and  Clark 
County  in  southem  Nevada. 

Description      Contracts  to  correct  the  undersized  and  inadequate  existing  valley  drainage  system  will 
continue  as  well  as  mitigation  work  at  a  Colorado  River  t)ackwater.   Furxling  for 
noncontract  costs  associated  with  these  activities  will  continue. 


FY  1995  allotment 

Prior  year  funds 

FY  1995  total  program 


FY  1996  request 


$1,800,000 


Construction  -  319 
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Drainage  and  Minor  Construction 


Klamath  Project 

Caiifomia,  Oregon 

Location  The  project  is  iocated  on  the  Oregon-Cailfomia  txirder  in  Oregon's  Klannath  County  and 

California's  Sislciyou  and  Modoc  Counties. 

Description      implementation  of  the  Klamath  area  water  conservation  plan  wiii  begin  and  complete.  A 
contract  will  be  awarded  for  rehabilitation  of  sumps  2  and  3  at  Tulelake  Division. 
Embankment  repair  will  begin  and  complete  at  Lower  Klamath  Lake  Division.  Fish 
passage  studies  on  the  Main  Division,  and  miscelianeous  interagency  and  cooperative 
agreements  on  Klamath  Basin  rehabilitation  program  will  continue. 


FY  1995  allotment 

Prior  year  funds 

FY  1995  total  program 


$2,243,000 

151.000 

$2,394,000 


FY  1996  request 


$2,818,000 


Lake  Meredith  Salinity  Control  Project 

New  Mexico,  Texas 

Location  This  project  is  located  in  northwestem  Texas  and  northeastem  New  Mexico. 

Description      The  Lake  Meredith  Salinity  Control  Project  was  constructed  by  the  Bureau  of 

Reclamation  in  the  mW-l960's  to  supply  municipal  and  industrial  water  to  the  11  member 
cities  in  the  Canad^n  River  Authority.  The  water  quality  in  Lake  Meredith  has  steadily 
declined  since  impoundment  tiegan  in  1964  due  primarily  to  artesian  leakage  from  a 
shallow  brine  aquifer  iocated  in  northwestem  New  Mexico.  The  project  consists  of 
drilling  shallow  production  wells  Into  the  brine-filled  aquifer  to  reduce  artesian  pressure 
and  disposing  of  the  brine  by  deep  well  injection  into  a  suitable  geologic  formation 
approximately  5.000  feet  deep.  The  Bureau's  role  will  be  limited  to  design  preparation 
and  construction  management.  The  Canadian  River  Authority  is  responsible  for  other 
woric  on  the  project. 


FY  1995  allotment 
Prior  year  funds 
Non-Federal  cash 
FY  1995  total  program 


$0  FY  1996  request  $  100,000 
501,000 

2.220.000  Non-Federal  cash  1.610.000 

$2,721,000  FY  1996  total  program  $1,710,000 


Construction  -  320 
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Drainage  and  Minor  Construction 


Leadville/Arkansat  River  Recovery 

Colorado 

Location  This  project  Is  located  In  Chaffee,  Custer,  El  Paso,  Fremont,  Lake,  Park,  PitebHo, 

Saguache,  and  Teller  Counties  of  central  Colorado. 

Description      The  Leadvnie  Mine  Drainage  Tunnel  Water  Quality  Demonstration  Project  consists  of 

project  waters  tfiat  are  stored  In  Turquoise  Lake,  Twin  Lakes,  arxl  Pueblo  Reservoir  and 
are  conveyed  down  the  Arkansas  River  from  the  former  two  lakes  to  Pueblo  Reservoir. 
Pueblo  Reservoir  has  the  potential  for  becoming  a  sink  for  heavy  metals  as  sediments 
accumulate.  Reduction  of  upstream  contaminant  toading  will  help  to  protect  the  project 
water  supply.  The  authorizing  legislation  allows  Reclamation  and  others  to  proceed  with 
investigations  of  water  pollution  sources  and  impacts  attributed  to  mining  and  other 
development  In  the  Upper  Arkansas  River  Basin,  to  develop  con-ective  action  plans,  and 
to  Implement  corrective  action  demonstration  projects.   Reclamation  will  enter  Into 
contracts  with  other  Federal  and  State  agencies  to  formulate  the  plans  to  comply  with 
the  legislation,   in  FY  1996  work  will  continue  on  construction  of  the  first  corrective 
action  demonstration  project.  Also,  a  program  will  be  initiated  which  will  restore  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  In  parts  of  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  affected  by  historic  effluent 
discfiarged  from  the  Leadville  Mine  Drainage  Tunnel.  These  two  activities  are  authorized 
by  Public  Law  102-575,  Title  Vli.  Sections  707  and  708. 


FY  1995  allotment 
Prior  year  funds 
Non-Federal  non-cash 
FY  1995  total  program 


$500,000 
120,000 
200.000 

$820,000 


FY  1996  request 

Non-Federal  non-cash 
FY  1996  total  program 


$600,000 

100.000 
$700,000 


McGee  Creeic  Project 

Oklahoma 

Location  This  project  Is  located  in  Atoka  County  in  southeastern  Oklahoma. 

Description       Mineral  rights  acquisitions  in  the  dam  and  resen/oir  areas  will  be  completed. 

Condemnation  activities  will  be  required  on  80  tracts,  based  on  court-ordered  awards  for 
mineral  rights  on  the  Nueces  River  Project,  Texas.  The  cultural  resource  Inventory  and 
evaluation  on  project  lands  will  t>e  completed. 


FY  1995  allotment 


$124,000 


FY  1996  request 


$125,000 


Construction  -  321 
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Drainage  and  Minor  Construction 


Mountain  Park  Project 

Oklahoma 

Location  This  project  Is  located  In  Kiowa  County  In  southeastern  Oklahoma. 

Description       The  contract  for  a  cathodic  protection  system  to  Inhibit  corrosion  of  the  Altus-Snyder 
Aqueducts  will  be  completed. 


FY  1995  allotment 

Prior  year  funds 

FY  1995  total  program 


$1,500,000 

22.287 

1,522,287 


FY  1996  request 


$700,000 


Newtands  Project 

Callfomia,  Nevada 

Location  The  project  Is  located  in  the  Lower  Carson  River  Basin  near  Fallon  in  westem  Nevada  In 

the  Counties  of  Churchill,  Washoe,  Storey,  and  Lyon  and  in  northern  Callfomia  in  Placer 
County. 

Description       As  part  of  the  Implementation  of  Public  Law  101-618,  the  Fallon  Paiute  Shoshone  Indian 
Tribe  Water  Rights  Settlement  Act  of  1990  and  Truckee-Carson  Pyramid  Lake  Water 
Rights  Settlement  Act,  a  study  of  rural  water  supplies  will  be  conducted.  The  study  will 
review  alternative  water  supplies  to  replace  domestic  wells  which  may  t>e  adversely 
affected  by  the  cftahge  of  water  use  from  agriculture  to  fish  and  wildlife  purposes  on  a 
sut>stantial  portion  of  the  Newlands  Project. 

Under  Section  209  of  the  Fallon  Settlement,  the  contract  work  on  the  effluent  reuse 
project  will  continue  along  with  a  continuation  of  work  on  the  Operating  Criteria  and 
Procedures.  Under  Section  206  of  the  PyramkJ  l^ke  Settlement,  purchasing  of  water 
rights  for  the  restoration  and  maintenance  of  Lahontan  Valley  wetlands  will  continue. 
FY  1996  includes  $4.0  milikin  for  this  purpose.  Under  Section  207  of  the  Fallon 
Settlement,  the  rehabilltatton  of  Mart)le  Bluff  Dam  will  continue.  Under  Section  210  of 
the  Fallon  Settlement,  the  Operating  Criteria  and  Procedures,  monitoring  and 
compliance  will  continue. 


FY  1 995  allotment  $1 ,384,000 

Prior  year  funds  498,000 

Other  Federal  participation  1,553,000 

FY  1995  total  program  $3,435,000 


FY  1996  request 


$7,250,000 


Construction  -  322 
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Drainage  and  Minor  Construction 


NiMCM  Rivw  Project 
Texas 

Location  This  pro|ect  is  located  in  Live  Oalc  County  In  souttwm  Texas. 

Description  IMIneral  rights  acquisitions  In  the  dam  and  reservoir  areas  wli  t>e  completed.  Four  cases 
have  been  filed  and  court  actions  are  pending.  Condenmatlon  activities  wll  be  required 
on  seven  additional  tracts.  Court-ordered  awards  for  mineral  rights  on  ttie  Nueces  River 
Project,  Texas,  resulted  In  final  judgments  of  $8,500,000  for  the  5,507-acre  Lark  Ranch 
Estate  and  $3,348,000  for  the  640-acre  Rocanvlle  Corporation  properties.  The 
Rocanvlle  Corporation  case  was  settled  for  $2,500,000.  The  cultural  resource  inventory 
and  evaluation  on  project  lands  will  be  completed. 


FY  1995  allotment 

Prior  year  fimds 

FY  1995  total  program 


$156,000  FY  1996  request 

255.000 
$411,000 


$105,000 


Palmetto  Bend  Profecl 
Texas 

Location  This  project  b  located  In  Jackson  County  In  southern  Texas. 

Datcription       Mineral  rights  acquisitkxis  In  the  dam  and  reservoir  areas  wU  be  completed.  Based  on 
court-ordered  awards  for  mirteral  rights  on  the  Nueces  River  Project.  Texas. 


FY  1995  allotmenl 


$^         FY  1996  request 


$25,000 


Construction  -  323 
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Drainage  and  Minor  Construction 


Pick-Sloan  Missouri  Basin  Program 
North  Loup  Division 

Nebrasl<a 

Location  This  division  Is  located  In  central  Nebraslo  along  the  North  Loup  and  Loup  Rivers. 

Diversion  facilities  are  located  In  Loup  and  Garfield  Counties,  and  the  InlgaWe  lands  are 
located  In  Valley,  Greeley,  Howard,  Merrtcl<,  and  Nance  Counties. 

Description       The  FY  1996  request  provides  for  completion  of  the  project.  This  is  a  1-year  completion 
delay  from  that  shown  In  the  1995  Budget  Justifications.  FY  1996  work  Includes 
completion  of  construction  contract  administration,  dosing  the  constmctlon  and  field 
offices,  final  inspection  for  transfening  project  facilities  from  constmctlon  to  operation 
and  maintenance,  and  completion  of  minor  wori<  items. 


FY  1995  allotment 

Prior  year  funds 

FY  1995  total  program 


$2,773,000 

89.000 

2,862,000 


FY  1996  request 


$900,000 


Pick-Sloan  Missouri  Basin  Program 

Oahe  UnK 

South  Dakota 

Location  This  project  is  located  in  Sully,  Hughes,  Spink,  and  Beadle  Counties  of  northeastern 

South  Dakota. 

Description       Maintenance  will  continue  on  Oahe  Pumping  Plant  and  Reaches  1 A  and  IB  of  Pierre 
Canal.  Site  security  and  land  management  will  continue  on  existing  facilities  and  Blunt 
Reservoir  lands. 


FY  1995  allotment 


$92,000 


FY  1996  request 


$80,000 


Constmctlon  -  324 
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Drainage  and  Minor  Construction 


Location 


Reclamation  Recreation  Management  Act  -  Title  XXVIII 

Indudes  Previous  Project 

'Recreation  Facilities  at  Existing  Reservoirs* 

Various  States 

Various  locations  in  the  17  Westem  States. 


Description       Recreation  Is  authorized  under  various  public  laws  including  the  Federal  Water  Project 
Recreation  Act  of  1965  (Put)lic  l_aw  89-72).  In  1992,  the  Reclamation  Projects 
Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act  (Putdlc  Law  102-575)  was  enacted.  Title  28  of  the  Act, 
known  as  the  Reclamation  Recreation  Management  Act,  amended  Put)llc  l-aw  89-72  to 
remove  certain  restrictions  and  to  strengthen  Reclamation's  authority  to  develop  and 
manage  recreation  areas  and  facilities.  The  Act  permits  Redanrtatlon  to  cost-share  with 
non-Federal  management  entities  on  the  development,  rehabilitation,  and  management 
of  recreation  areas  and  facilities.  A  proposed  Reclamation  policy  for  implementation  of 
tfie  recreation  cost-sharing  authorities  for  wort<  under  Title  28  fias  been  developed  to 
better  provide  opportunities  for  public  outdoor  recreation  In  partnership  with  non-Federal 
agencies. 

Funds  will  be  utilized  to  Identify  facilities  throughout  the  17  Westem  States  that  are 
Inadequate  to  meet  current  recreational  standards,  develop  plans  for  development, 
prepare  stte-speclfic  design  documents,  and  construct  recreation  facilities  in  accordance 
with  agreements  with  non-Federal  cost-sharing  partner(s).   Reclamation  will  seek  non- 
Federal  cost-sharing  as  new  work  Is  kJentifled  for  recreation  development,  modification 
or  expansion. 

This  program  has  t>een  implemented  and  In  FY  1996  funds  will  continue  to  provide  for 
the  reiiabUltation,  renovation,  and  expansion  of  recreation  facilities  Including  items  such 
as  iiandk:ap-accessit)le  restroom  construction,  fishing  and  boating  access,  access 
roads,  day  use  and  overnight  (camping)  facilities,  etc. 


FY  1995  allotment 

$  6.473,000 

FY  1996  request 

$  3,500,000 

Prior  year  funds 

41,000 

Non-Federal  cash 

6,390,000 

Non-Federal  cash 

3,500,000 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

150,000 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

jS: 

FY  1995  total  program 

$13,054,000 

FY  1996  total  program 

$7,000,000 

Construction  -  325 
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Drainage  and  Minor  Construction 


Tres  Rios  Wetlands  Demonstration 
Arizona 

Location  This  pro|ect  is  iocated  near  the  city  of  Phoenix,  Maricopa  County,  Arizona. 

Description       This  constructed  wetlands  project  will  provide  technical  and  scientific  data  for 
developing  design  infomiation,  concepts,  and  operating  criteria  for  large-scale 
constmcted  wetlands.  The  large-scale  constructed  wetland  would  treat  production  water 
from  an  advanced  wastewater  treatment  facility.  This  project  will  research  wetlands 
potential  for  improving  the  quality  of  wastewater  treatment  plant  flows  to  the  Salt  and 
Gila  River  systems;  the  effects  of  wetlands  relative  to  consumptive  use  of  water;  nutrient 
and  water-borne  pathogen  removal;  creation  of  wildlife  fiabitat;  and  as  a 
recreational/education  resource.  Questions  about  how  property  designed  wetlands  can 
be  used  for  removing  heavy  metals  and  trace  organlcs  from  water  discharged  from  an 
advanced  treatment  facility  are  In  need  of  answers.  This  project  will  enhance 
Reclamation's  expertise  in  evaluating  the  use  of  constmcted  wetlands  as  one  strategy 
for  dealing  with  comprehensive  water  resource  management  issues. 


FY  1995  allotment 

$-0- 

FY  1996  request 

$500,000 

Prior  year  funds 

92,909 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

500,000 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

500.000 

FY  1995  total  program 

$592,909 

FY  1996  total  program 

$1,000,000 
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Drainage  and  Minor  Constructkm 


Wetlands  Development 
Various  States 

Location  The  organizations  In  Denver  and  various  States  in  ttie  Pacific  Northwest,  Lower 

Colorado,  and  Great  Plains  Regions 

Description       The  Wetlarxls  Development  program  Is  authorized  under  the  Reclamation  l^w  of  1902; 
the  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Act,  Public  Ijw  101-233;  arxj  various  other 
public  laws.  Funds  will  tie  used  to  complete  final  reports  on  wetland  program  activities 
Including  a  general  wetlarxls  resource  inventory  on  8.5  mPilon  acres  of  Reclamation 
larxj;  design  criteria  and  strategies  for  development  of  wetland  ecosystems  within  a 
watershed  for  water  quality,  wildlife  habitat,  arxl  aesthetic  purposes;  and  monitor 
activities  dt  the  research  and  demorfstration  areas. 

In  FY  1996,  contracts  will  be  awarded  for  the  creation  of  wetlarxls  arxJ  riparian  hat)ttats 
adjacent  to  the  Tijuana  River  near  San  Diego,  Califomia  and  near  the  Santa  Cruz  River 
at  Nogales,  Arizona  to  treat  the  effluent  in  a  constructed  wetland  and  reuse  the  treated 
water  near  Tucson  Arizona,  and  to  improve  the  ability  of  several  Navajo  wastewater 
treatment  plants  on  the  Navajo  Reservation,  Arizona,  to  meet  current  water  quality 
standards.  Also,  the  Pacific  Northwest  Region  wOl  complete  one  weUarxl  site  In  Idaho 
and  award  one  contract  in  both  Idaho  and  Washington. 

The  Great  Plains  Region  will  complete  moist  soil  management  units  in  Colorado  and 
Nebraska;  construct  wetland  impoundments  in  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  Wyoming, 
Nebraska,  and  Kansas;  cortstruct  wetlands  arxJ  nesting  IslarxJs  in  Wyoming;  enhance 
riparian  hat>ltat  and  complete  the  Caddo  Lake  Project  in  Texas;  develop  wetlarxls  on 
Trit>al  lands  in  North  Dakota  and  Montana;  and  continue  coordination  efforts  for  the 
Heart  Butte  WBdIife  Project  of  the  Prairie  Potholes  Joint  Venture. 


FY  1 995  allotment  $5, 1 46,000 

Prior  year  funds  200,575 

Non-Federal  cash  0 

Other  Federal  contributkins  258,000 

NorvFederal  nor>-cash  128,500 

FY  1995  total  program  $5,733,075 


FY  1996  request  $2,330,000 

Non-Federal  cash  200.000 

Other  Federal  contributtons  0 

Non-Federal  non-cash  818.000 

FY  1996  total  program  $3,348,000 


YaMma  Rsh  Passage  and  Protective  Faciiities 
Washington 

Location  The  facilities  are  located  on  the  Yakima  Project  in  south  central  Washington. 

Description       The  request  provkJes  for  construction  of  the  Yaklma-Tleton  fish  screens.  Design  and 
construction  of  phase  II  fish  passage  and  protective  faclities  will  continue. 


FY  1995  allotment 
Prior  year  funds 
NorvFederal  cash 
FY  1995  total  program 


$  460,000 

51.000 

1.500.000 

$2,011,000 


FY  1996  request 

Non-Federal  cash 
FY  1996  total  program 


$1,210,000 

1.500.000 
$2,710,000 
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SAFETY  OF  DAMS 


The  guiding  principle  of  Reclamation's  Safety  of 
Dams  program  is  that  dams  must  be  maintained 
and  operated  in  a  safe  condition  to  protect  the 
public,  property,  arxj  natural  resources.  This 
requires  identifying  structures  which  pose 
unacceptable  risk  and  taking  corrective  action 
to  reduce  or  eliminate  those  risks.  Funds  for 
early  detection  and  analysis  activities  to  kJentify 
dams  which  present  unacceptable  risks  are 
provided  through  the  Safety  Evaluation  of 
Existing  Dams  program,  part  of  the  Operation 
and  Maintenance  Appropriation. 

The  Safety  of  Dams  program  implements  the 
intent  of  the  "Reclamation  Safety  of  Dams  Act  of 
1978"  (Public  Law  95-578,  as  amended  in  1984 
by  Public  Law  98-404).  The  Act  grants  authority 
to  undertake  necessary  actions  to  provide  for 
the  safety  of  existing  dams  and  related  facilities 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation.  The  1984  amendments  to  the  Act 
raised  the  appropriation  celling  from  the  original 
$100  million  to  $750  million  for  authorized  work. 
Since  1978,  36  dams  have  t>een  modified  under 
this  authority  at  a  cost  of  $462  million.  The 
1984  Act  allows  indexing  of  the  authorization 
ceiling  and  $410  million  remains  unexpended. 
Reclamation  has  reservoirs  impounded  by  479 
dams  and  dikes.  Of  these,  402  dams  and  dikes 
at  260  indivkjual  facilities  would  place  the  public 
at  risk  if  they  should  fail.  The  260  dam  facilities 
are  in  the  Reclamation  Dam  Safety  Program, 
which  includes  seven  privately  owned  dams  that 
have  become  a  part  of  Reclamation  projects  by 
previous  legislation. 

FY  1996  provkJes  for  continuing  preconstruction 
and  construction  work  on  six  Reclamation 
dams.  They  are:  Salt  River  Project,  Bartlett, 
Horseshoe,  and  Theodore  Roosevelt  Dams; 
Crooked  River  Project,  Ochoco  Dam;  Yakima 
Project,  Bumping  Lake  Dam;  and  Umatilla 
Project,  Cold  Springs  Dam.  Construction 
activities  for  the  modification  of  San  Carlos 
irrigation  Project,  Codkjge  Dam,  Arizona, 
owned  and  operated  by  BIA,  will  continue. 

The  Initiate  Safety  of  Dams  Corrective  Action 
program  (ISCA)  provkJes  for  the  preparation  of 
designs,  modification  reports  and  corrective 


action  activities,including  construction,  for  up  to 
33  dams  which  may  include:  San  Angelo 
Project,  Twin  Buttes  Dam;  Crooked  River 
Project,  Arthur  R.  Bowman  Dam;  Umatilla 
Project,  McKay  Dam;  Rogue  River  Basin 
Project,  Fish  Lake  Dam;  Deschutes  Project, 
Wickiup  Dam;  Vale  Project,  Warm  Springs  Dam; 
Burnt  River  Project.  Unity  Dam;  Okanogan 
Project,  Conconully  and  Salmon  Lake  Dams; 
Columbia  Basin  Project,  O'Sullivan  and  Dry 
Fails  Dams;  Lewiston  Orchards  Project, 
Reservoir  "A"  Dam;  Mann  Creek  Project,  Mann 
Creek  Dam;  Boise  Project,  Deadwood  Dam; 
Humboldt  Project,  Rye  Patch  Dam;  Newlands 
Project,  Lahontan  Dam;  Salt  River  Project, 
Horse  Mesa  Dam;  Uncompahgre  Project,  Taylor 
Park  Dam;  Scofield  Project,  Scofield  Dam; 
Weber  Basin  Project,  Lost  Creek  and  Echo 
Dams;  Provo  River  Project,  Deer  Creek  Dam; 
Hyrum  Project,  Hyrum  Dam;  Carlstjad  Project, 
Avalon  Dam;  Parker-Davis  Project,  Parker  Dam; 
Pick  Sloan  Missouri  Basin  Program,  Enders 
Dam;  North  Platte  Project,  Lake  Alice  Dam; 
Cachuma  Project,  Bradbury  Dam;  Central  Valley 
Project,  Los  Bancs  and  Trinity  Dams;  and  Nortli 
Platte  River  Dams  including:   North  Platte 
Project,  Pathfinder  Dam;  Pick-Sloan  Missouri 
Basin  Program,  Glendo  Dam;  and  Kendrick 
Project,  Seminoe  Dam.  The  iSCA  program  also 
provides  funds  for  the  development  and 
implementation  of  early  warning  systems  to 
reduce  the  potential  for  loss  of  life  during 
extreme  events.  Activities  will  focus  on  those 
structures  presenting  the  greatest  risk  to  the 
public. 

FY  1996  funds  will  provide  for  corrective  action 
studies  to  evaluate  alternatives  that  reduce 
public  risk.  Funding  will  also  allow  Reclamation 
to  coordinate  the  Department  of  the  interior 
Dam  Safety  Program,  which  includes  provkjing 
assistance  to  the  Departmental  Working  Group 
on  Dam  Safety;  advising  and  assisting  other 
Interior  agencies  with  their  dam  safety 
programs;  perform  research  and  technology 
updates;  and  coordinate  the  Department  of  the 
interior  program  with  the  Federal  Emergency 
Management  Agency,  and  other  Federal  and 
State  agencies. 
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Summarized  Financial  Data 

Enacted  Request 

Safety  of  Dams  FY  1995  FY  1996 

Allotment 

Application  of  prior  year  funds 
Non-Federal  casfi 
Total  program 


$57,056,000 

$94,593,000 

2,823,220 

-0- 

6,564,000 

5,899,000 

$66,443,220 

$100,492,000 
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Safety  of  Dams 


Department  Dam  Safety  Program 

Various  States 


Description  Work  wll  continue  with  the  coordination  and  management  of  the  Department  of  the 

Interior  Dam  Safety  Program.  Program  activities  Include  preparing  Departmental 
policy  and  guidelines,  maintaining  the  data  base  Information  required  by  the  Federal 
Guidelines  for  Dam  Safety,  providing  assistance  to  ttie  DOI  Worldng  Group  on  Dam 
Safety  In  Imptementing  initiatives  and  maintaining  tiie  DOI  Priority  data  base, 
conducting  research  applicable  to  DOI  dams,  and  assisting  other  DOI  agencies  In 
administering  their  dam  safety  programs.  Development  of  a  dam  safety  training  aids 
program  In  conjunction  with  other  DOi.  Federal,  and  State  agencies  wlli  continue. 
Wori(  wit  continue  on  an  Initiative  to  develop  dam  safety  educational  programs  for 
Historic  Blacic  Colleges  and  Universities. 


FY  1995  allotment 

Prior  year  funds 

FY  1905  total  program 


$850,000 

3.353 

853,353 


FY  1996  request 


$1,270,000 


Initiate  Safety  of  Dams  Corrective  Action 

Various  States 

DMCrifMion  This  activity  provides  for  accomplishment  of  special  studies,  preparation  of 

authorization  reports,  preconstruction  activities  Including  design  and  preparation  of 
contract  spedficatlortt.  and  accomplishment  of  modifications  not  exceeding 
$750,000. 


FY  1995  allotment 

Prior  year  funds 

FY  1995  total  program 


$10,043,000 

37.906 

10.080,906 


FY  1996  request 


$38,175,000 
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Safety  of  Dams 


Crooked  River  Project,  Ochoco  Dam 

Oregon 

Location  This  pro|ect  Is  located  in  central  Oregon. 

Description  Safety  of  Dams  deficiencies  are  overtopping  of  the  dam  and  spillway  failure  during 

large  flood  events  arxJ  piping  of  dam  arxi  foundation  materials.   Consequences  o4  a 
dam  faflure  would  be  a  threat  to  many  lives,  extensive  economic  damages,  and  loss 
of  project  benefits.   Corrective  action  will  be  construction  of  a  seepage  banler  and 
modification  of  the  spillway.  The  modification  report  was  submitted  to  Congress 
and  the  60-day  action  period  was  waived.  Construction  began  In  FY  1994  and  wli 
continue  in  FY  1996. 


FY  1995  allotment 


$3,625,000       FY  1996  request 


$6,000,000 


Salt  River  Project 
Bartlett  Dam 

Arizona 

L.ocation  This  project  Is  located  approximately  48  miles  northeast  of  Phoenix  In  Maricopa 

County,  Arizona. 

Description  Ongoing  contracts  include  the  prime  contract  for  modifications  to  Bartlett  Dam  and 

environmental  mitigation  and  rehabilitation  of  the  construction  area.  The  contract 
for  cultural  mitigation  arxj  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  activities  wfll  t>e 
completed. 


FY  1995  allotment 
Prior  year  funds 
Non-Federal  cash 
FY  1995  total  program 


$12,346,000  FY  1996  request  $8,085,000 
380 

1.618.000  Non-Federal  cash  856.000 

$13,964,380  FY  1996  total  program  $8,941,000 


Salt  River  Project 
Horseshoe  Dam 

Arizona 

Lx>cation  This  project  is  located  approximately  58  miles  northeast  of  Phoenix  in  Maricopa 

Courity,  Arizona. 

Description  Contracts  for  upland  revegetation  monitoring  and  environmental  mitigation  for  the 

tx}rrow  area  revegetation  will  continue.  The  contract  for  cultural  mitigation  will 
complete. 

FY  1995  allotment 
Prior  year  funds 
NofvFederal  cash 
FY  1995  total  program 


$2,869,000 

FY  1996  request 

$1,103,000 

893 

84.000 

Non-Federal  cash 

51.000 

$2,953,893 

FY  1996  total  program 

$1,154,000 

Construction  -334 
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Safety  of  [>ams 


Salt  River  Project        "^  ■  ■ 
Theodore  Roosevelt  Dam^ 

Arizona 

Location  This  project  Is  located  approximately  76  miles  northeast  of  Phoenix  in  Gila  and 

Maricopa  Counties,  Arizona. 

Description  New  contracts  at  Roosevelt  Dam  Include  relocation  of  the  115l<V  transmission  line 

and  the  22I(V  distribution  line.  Also  included  In  new  awards  for  Roosevelt  Dam  are 
removal  of  vacated  facilities,  'as  built*  drawings  for  Salt  River  Project,  and  post 
construction  revegetation.  All  new  awards  at  Roosevelt  Dam  wDI  also  complete 
during  FY  1996. 

Ongoing  contracts  at  Roosevelt  Dam  include  the  platform  mound  archeological 
study,  the  contract  for  traveling  museum  exhibits,  as  well  as  fish  and  wildlife 
coordination  activities  including  Tcnto  Creek  riparian  monitoring  and  enclosures. 

Wort(  to  be  completed  at  Roosevelt  Dam  Includes  modifications  to  the  dam,  turbine 
replacement,  and  the  contract  for  archeological  services. 


FY  1995  allotment 
Prior  year  funds 
Non-Federal  cash 
FY  1995  total  program 


$9,797,000  FY  1996  request  $29,411,000 
31,991 

3.409.000  Non-Federal  cash  4.992.000 

$13,237,991  FY  1996  total  program  $34,403,000 


^  These  amounts  reflect  38  percent  of  the  total  cost  of  Roosevelt  Dam.  This  has 
been  determined  to  be  the  Safety  of  Dams  allocation  using  a  Separable  Costs 
Remaining  Benefits  (SCRB)  analysis.  The  remainder  of  Roosevelt's  costs  are 
allocated  to  construction  under  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  LCRBDF,  Regulatory 
Storage  Division. 


San  Carlos  Irrigation  Project 
Coolidge  Dam 

Arizona 

Location  This  project,  owned  and  operated  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  is  located 

approximately  1 1 7  miles  southeast  of  Phoenix  in  Pinal  County,  Arizona. 

Description  Fish  and  wildlife  coordination  activities  will  continue.  Revegetation  of  the 

construction  site  will  be  completed. 


FY  1995  allotment 

Prior  year  funds 

FY  1995  total  program 


$  5,626,000 

145.510 

$5,771,510 


FY  1996  request 


$974,000 


Construction  -  335 
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Safety  of  Dams 


SOD  Corrective  Action  Studies 

Various  States 

Description  This  activity  provides  for  corrective  action  studies  to  reduce  the  threat  to  the  public, 

property,  and  natural  resources  and  related  premodification  activities,  such  as 
evaluations  of  structural  and  nonstructural  alternatives  including  early  warning 
system  effectiveness,  economic  project  benefit  analysis,  environmental  assessments, 
and  initiation  of  public  Involvement  activities. 


FY  1995  allotrrient 

Prior  year  funds 

FY  1995  total  program 


$2,500,000 

10.658 

2,510.658 


FY  1996  request 


$2,500,000 


Umatilla  Project,  Cold  Springs  Dam 

Oregon 

Location  The  project  Is  located  in  north-central  Oregon. 

Description  Dam  safety  modifications  to  raise  the  embankment  crest,  perfomi  dynamic 

compaction,  and  construct  a  stability  berm  and  drainage  features  will  continue. 


FY  1995  allotment 


$5,892,000       FY  1996  request 


$5,250,000 


Location 


Yaldma  Project,  Bumping  Lal(e  Dam 

Washington 

This  project  Is  located  near  Yakima  County.  Washington. 


Description  Safety  of  Dams  deficiencies  are  overtopping  of  the  dam  and  spOlway  failure  during 

large  flood  events,  liquefaction  of  the  dam  and  foundation  during  seismic  events, 
and  piping  of  embankment  material.  Consequences  of  dam  failure  would  be  a 
threat  to  many  lives,  extensive  economic  damages,  and  loss  of  project  tienefits. 
Corrective  action  will  be  to  stabaize  embankment  and  foundation  materials  plus 
spfllway  outlet  improvements  and  installation  of  an  eaily  waming  system  to  protect 
the  public  during  large  flood  events.  The  modification  report  has  completed  the  60- 
day  Congressional  action  period.  FY  1996  work  will  include  ongoing  construction. 


FY  1995  allotment 


$2,621,000       FY  1996  request 


$1,825,000 


Construction  -  336 
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SCIENCE  AND  TECHNOLOGY 


The  total  program  comprises  seven  separate 
research  and  technology  activities:   Energy  and 
Water  Product  Efficiency  Standards, 
Grourxlwater  Recharge  Demonstration  Program, 
Improved  River  Basin  Management  Control 
System,  Technology  Advancement,  Watershed 
Modeling  Systems  Initiative,  Water  Technology 
and  Environmental  Research,  and  Water 
Treatment  Technology. 

The  Energy  and  Water  Product  Efficiency 
Standards  program  will  review  current  standards 
and  develop  strategies  to  conserve  both  energy 
and  water  through  synergistic  efforts.  Expert 
advice  to  various  energy  conservation  programs 
outside  Reclamation  and  to  non-Federal  entities 
may  be  provided  on  a  cost-shared  basis. 

The  Groundwater  Recharge  Demonstration 
Program  has  1 1  projects  in  operation  and  two 
projects  urxler  construction  demonstrating 
recharge  technologies  under  various 
hydrogeological  corxjitions.  The  program 
continues  to  have  the  active  support  and 
participation  of  non-Federal  sponsors. 

The  improved  River  Basin  Management  Control 
System  program  will  improve  both  the 
operations  and  the  efficiency  of  Reclamation's 
powerplants  and  enhance  the  management  of 
the  water  supply  facilities  and  associated 
resources.  This  program  will  take  advantage  of 
research  completed  during  the  past  two 
decades  to  provide  improved  benefits  to  both 
water  and  power  customers  and  at  the  same 
time  protect  and  enhance  the  environment  The 
Reclamationwide  application  of  system 
operations  research  and  pilot  programs 
conducted  at  the  Grand  Coulee  and  Hoover 
Dams  has  shown  that  the  implementation  of  the 
Reclamation  Alternative  Modular  Supervisory 
Control  atKJ  Data  System  (RAMS)  can  Improve 
power  production  capabilities,  plant 
maintenance,  and  enhance  the  benefits  of  the 
resource  management  activities. 


The  Technology  Advancement  program  is  not  a 
new  project,  but  integrates  activities  in 
hydrometeorology,  sedimentation,  and  water 
quality  that  were  previously  funded  under  other 
appropriations.   Results  are  enhanced  through 
cooperative  efforts  with  other  agencies  to 
assure  that  Reclamation's  dams  and  other 
structures  are  designed,  modified,  and  operated 
to  the  latest  professional  standards  for  safety 
and  environmental  benefits.   Products  support 
benefKs  such  as  Increased  structural  safety; 
water  resources  optimization  Including  improved 
management  for  flood  control,  power  generation 
and  transmission,  and  droughts;  and 
environmental  protection  arxJ  enf^ncement. 

Watershed  Modeling  Systems  initiative  is  a 
cooperative  interagency  effort  that  will  develop 
computer  models  and  fully  Integrated  data 
management  systems.  These  systems  will  help 
water  managers  and  water  users  increase 
environmental,  economic,  and  social  benefits  of 
water  systems  and  improve  the  management  of 
water  resource  facilities. 

The  Water  Treatment  Technology  program  is 
directed  toward  prot)lems  and  technology 
needs  for  water  supply  augmentation,  water 
quality  improvement,  and  water  quality 
protection.  The  program  is  studying  the 
potential  to  reduce  the  costs  and  environmental 
impacts  of  water  treatment  systems,  develop 
commercially  attractive  technologies,  Improve 
surface  and  groundwater  quality,  and  facilitate 
cost-effective  conversion  of  previously  unusable 
water  resources  to  usable  water  supplies. 

The  Water  Technology  and  Environmental 
Research  program  addresses  a  broad  array  of 
problem  technology  needs  related  to  managing 
water-related  resources.  These  studies  reduce 
costs,  enfiance  efficiencies  and  reliability,  and 
reinforce  environmental  protection.   Research 
categories  include  environmental  quality  in 
regulated  aquatic  ecosystems,  optimizing 
competing  water  uses,  water  sup|3ly  and 
conservation,  power  systems,  infrastructure 
protection  and  enhancement,  and  technology 
transfer. 
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SuminarlzMl  Hnancial  Data 


Science  and  Technology 

Allotment 

Application  prior  year  funds 
Non-Federal  cash 
hton-Federal  non-cash 
Other  Federal  participation 
Total  program 


Enacted 
FY  1995 

$  8^12,000 

331,638 

1.304.000 

932,000 

630.000 

$11,409,638 


Request 
FY  1996 

$8,321,000 

582.000 

729,000 

615.000 

$10,247,000 
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Science  and  Technology 


Energy  and  Water  Product  Efficiency  Standards 

Location  The  17  Western  States,  and  other  areas  as  appropriate  through  Interagency  agreements. 

Description       Executive  Order  12902,  Section  505,  proposed  franchising,'  in  which  an  agency  would 
provide  the  services  of  Its  employees  to  another  agency  on  a  reimbursable  basis.  The 
Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992  addresses  the  need  to  achieve  energy  efficiency  and  water 
conservation. 

A  task  force  of  engineers  and  economists  from  Reclamation  wfll  develop  innovative 
methods  arxl  review  current  standards  for  energy  and  water  conservation.  These  are 
not  only  for  Internal  Reclamation  use  but  are  also  avaOable  to  other  agencies  within  and 
outside  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  The  program  wfll  result  in  significant  energy  and 
water  savings. 


Duration 


initiation:   FY  1996 


Completion:  FY  1997 


Cott-sliaring     \Nork  performed  for  other  agencies  is  reimbursed  by  them.  Coordination  with  the 

Department  of  Energy  arxj  the  interagency  Energy  Management  Task  Force  may  also 
be  cost-shared,   in  addition.  If  improvements  will  tienefit  non-Federal  entitles,  they  may 
be  expected  to  provMe  furxJing. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Reclamation 


Total  estimated 
cost 


$900,000 


Total  to 
9/30/94 


Program 
FY  1995 

-0- 


Estimate 
FY  1996 

$450,000 


Balance  to 
complete 

$450,000 
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Science  and  Technology 


Groundwater  Recharge  Demonstration  Program 
Location  This  program  is  Redamationwlde. 

Description       The  Groundwater  Recharge  Demonstration  Program,  as  authorized  by  Pukillc  l^w 

98-434,  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  carry  out  a  two-phase  program  to  study 
the  potential  for  groundwater  recharge  In  the  17  Westem  States  and  to  demonstrate 
artificial  recharge  technologies  at  a  minimum  of  21  sites  under  a  variety  of 
hydrogedoglc  conditions.  The  demonstration  project  sites  are  located  In  areas  having 
declining  water  tat>les;  available  surface  water  supplies;  and  a  high  probability  of 
physical,  chemical,  and  economic  feasibility  for  rectiarge. 

Phase  I  of  the  program  was  completed  in  December  1987  by  a  report  to  Congress  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  interior  recommending  21  projects  for  construction.  Phase  11, 
construction,  monitoring,  and  evaluation  of  the  demonstration  projects,  was  initiated  In 
FY  1989  and  is  being  carried  out  through  the  execution  of  cooperative  agreements  with 
local  sponsors  who  are  responsible  for  a  minimum  of  20  percent  of  project  costs.  Of 
the  21  projects  recommended  In  Piiase  I,  11  projects  are  in  operation,  2  projects  are 
under  construction,  and  8  projects  have  been  indefinitely  postponed. 

Authorization     Putriic  L^w  98-434 


Duration  initiation:   FY  1986 

Cost-sharing     Thirty  percent. 


Completion:   FY  1997 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Total  estimated 

Total  to 

Program 

Estimate 

Balance  to 

cost 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

complete 

Reclamation 

$24,484,591 

$20,548,491 

$2,265,000 

$771,000 

$900,100 

Prior  year  funds 

143,509 

-0- 

143,509 

-0- 

Non-Federal  cash 

8.691,451 

7,825,451 

834,000 

32.000 

-0- 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

2,436,620 

2,003,620 

317.000 

74,000 

42,000 

Total  program 

$35,756,171 

$30,377,562 

$3,559,509 

$877,000 

$942,100 

Construction  -  342 
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Science  and  Technology 


The  following  table  identifies  the  demonstration  projects  by  State  and  gives  the  distribution  of  funding  for 
FY  1996: 


State 

Arizona 

Idaho 

Montana 

Nevada 

Subtotal 


Proiect 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Rillito  Creek 

$29,000 

$  -0- 

S.W.  irrig.  Dist. 

249,000 

66,000 

Tumer-Hogeiand 

65.000 

17.000 

Washoe 

162.000 

23.000 

$505,000 

$106,000 

Program  Coordination/Economic  Studies 
Total  Program 


266.000 
$771,000 


$106,000 


Cooperative  agreements  whh  project  sponsors  provide  for  design  data  collection, 
cultural  surveys,  and  specifications  of  design;  installation  and  operation  of  project 
facilities;  and  collection  of  water  quality  and  water  quantity  data.  The  appropriated  funds 
for  Phase  11  represent  approximately  70  percent  of  the  total  cost  of  the  demonstration 
projects.  The  remainder  will  be  provided  by  the  non-Federal  sponsors  who  will  perform 
the  work. 
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Science  and  Technology 


Improved  River  Basin  Management  Controi  System 

Location  Activities  will  t>e  conducted  in  the  17  Western  States.    The  Denver  Technical  Service 

Center  will  conduct  the  research  In  coordination  with  area  and  regional  offices. 

Description       Operating  efficiency  of  Redaniation  water  and  power  facDIties  will  be  Improved  through 
the  replacement  of  computer  control  systems  In  powerplants.  Wide  utilization  of  the 
Reclamation  Alternative  Modular  Supervisory  Control  And  Data  System  (RAMS)  mal<es  It 
possible  to  take  advantage  of  resource  optimization  research  which  has  already  t>een 
completed.  This  will  Improve  both  operations  and  efficiency  at  Reclamation  water  and 
power  facilities  t)ecause  water  and  power  will  be  sent  exactly  when  and  where  they  are 
needed  without  waste. 

The  result  will  be  additional  water  and  power  revenues,  as  well  as  reduced  replacement 
costs.  The  environment  (especially  endangered  species)  benefits  directly  fi-om  the 
Improved  river  operation  through  better  control  of  river  flow. 


Duration 


initiation:   FY  1996 


Completion:  P^  1998 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Reclamation 


Total  estimated 
cost 

$1,200,000 


Total  to 
9/30/94 

-0- 


Program 
FY  1995 

-0- 


Estimate 
FY  1996 


$300,000 


Balance  to 
complete 

$900,000 
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Technology  Advancement 


Location 


This  program  is  Reciamationwide. 


Description        Activrtles  involving  technological  advances  previously  funded  In  the  General 

Investigation  and  Operation  and  Maintenance  appropriations  have  been  consolidated  in 
the  Technology  Advancement  Program.  This  allows  more  efficient  evaluation  of  the 
impacts  of  structural  and  non-structural  modifications  on  the  beneficiaries  and  the 
environmental  resources.  The  results  of  the  program  are  beneficial  in  ail  phases  of 
Reclamation's  programs,  but  are  most  applicable  to  construction  because  of  the 
structural  modification  of  existing  facilities  for  safety,  environmental,  and  resource 
management  needs.  Due  to  the  high  cost  of  structural  modifications,  non-structural 
improvements  will  be  considered  prior  to  structural  modifications.  Considerations  for 
the  protection  of  the  downstream  aquatic  and  riparian  habitat  will  be  made  prior  to 
operational  changes  or  modifications  to  control  structures.  Necessary  structural 
modifications  and  early  waming  systems  will  be  designed  using  the  latest  professional 
standards. 

Products  consist  of  hydrometeorological  reports  that  address  important  issues  related 
to  design  storms  and  flood  analyses,  sedimentation  studies,  and  state-of-the-art  water 
quality  modeling  procedures.  The  hydrometeorologicai  and  sedimentation  programs 
have  been  in  place  for  decades.  These  activities  allow  Reclamation  to  coordinate  with 
other  Federal  agencies  in  an  effort  to  assure  consistency  of  standards  and  analytical 
techniques  and  to  conduct  precipitation  studies  critical  to  the  safety  evaluation  of 
structures. 

The  sedimentation  program  supports  continued  participation  in  the  Federal  Interagency 
Sedimentation  Project,  equipment  standardization,  development  of  procedures  for 
collecting  and  analyzing  sediment  data,  and  predictions  oif  impacts  on  aquatic  habitat. 

The  water  quality  program  activities  focus  on  acquisition,  adaption,  and  modification  of 
water  quality  models  to  meet  our  resource  nunagement  needs.  Selected  reservoir  and 
stream  models  are  used  to  evaluate  water  quality  impacts  of  water  conservation, 
environmental  restoration,  and  other  proposed  management  actions.  Models,  typically 
developed  by  other  Federal  agencies,  are  modified  for  Reclamation  use  at  a  significant 
cost  saving,  in  1996,  products  will  include  refining  graphics  displays  and  data  analysis 
tools,  developing  capabilities  to  model  heavy  metals  and  toxins,  testing  on  Reclamation 
sites,  and  reviewing  new  models  so  the  best  tools  are  adopted  or  updated. 


Duration 


Moved  to  Construction  in  FY  1996 


Completion:   FY  1999 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Total  estimated  Total  to  Program  Estimate        Balance  to 

cost  9/30/94  FY  1995  FY  1996  complete 

-0-1/  -0-1/  $300,000         $1,970,000 


Reclamation  $2,270,000 

1/  Funding  under  other  appropriations  not  shown  here 
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Water  Technology  and  Environmental  Research  (WATER) 


Location 


This  project  is  Reclamatlonwide. 


Description       The  WATER  (Water  Technology  and  Environmental  Research)  Program  directly  supports 
Reclamation's  enhanced  mission  of  water  resources  management.   Under  this  research 
program,  an  integrated  team  of  scientists,  engineers,  technicians,  and  support  staff 
conduct  field  and  laboratory  studies  and  provide  analytical  and  testing  services  to 
regional  and  area  offices  Reclamatlonwide.  This  research  results  in  environmental 
protection  and  enhancement,  increased  efficiency  and  reliability,  infrastructure 
protection  and  enhancement,  more  effective  hydroelectric  power  generation  and 
transmission,  arxl  reduced  costs.  The  information  developed  not  only  tienefits  projects 
supF>orted  by  Reclamation  and  Its  partners,  but  also  water  and  power  resource 
managers  throughout  the  world. 


Program  Components 


Environmental  Quality  in  Managed  Water  Systems: 


Reclamation  places  a  high  priority  on  environmental  research.  Research  efforts  under 
this  component,  which  are  integrated  with  those  of  the  National  Biological  Survey  and 
other  partners,  are  focusing  on  environmental  problems  associated  with  water  resources 
projects,  particularly  regulated  water  systems  such  as  the  Colorado  River.  Research 
thrusts  for  FY  96  Include:  protection  and  estatilishment  of  fisheries  in  reservoirs  and 
watenways,  retrofitting  structures  to  enhance  fish  mitigation,  development  of  wetlands  for 
water  quality  control  and  wildlife  habitat,  protection  of  endangered  species,  control  of 
harmful  species  of  plants  (such  as  hydrilla)  and  animals  (such  as  the  zebra  mussel),  and 
erosion  control.   Methods  and  procedures  are  also  being  developed  to  remove  very 
harmful  pollutants,  such  as  selenium,  from  project  waters. 


FY  1995  allotment 

$953,000 

Non-Federal  cash 

50,000 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

175,000 

Other  Federal  contributions 

300.000 

Total  program 

$1,478,000 

FY  1996  request  $1,214,000 

Non-Federal  cash  50,000 

Non-Federal  non-cash  175,000 

Other  Federal  contributions      300.000 
Total  program  $1 ,739,000 
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InliBSlructure  Protection  and  Enhancement 

Research  under  this  component  develops  and  evaluates  techrvsiogles  to  extend  the 
service  life  and  enhance  ttie  performance  of  ttw  water  resources  infrastructure.  Using 
the  technical  expertise  and  fadlties  avalalile  in  Redamation's  lat>oratories.  ttiese 
studies  wll  enhance  Reclamation's  atility  to  manage  Its  existing  resources;  protect, 
maintain,  and  Improve  Its  fadMes:  develop  partnerships  with  other  Federal  and 
non-Federal  entities;  and  promote  cooperative  and  effective  stewardship  of  the  Nation's 
Infrastructure.  The  research  in  FY  1996  wil  Include:  developing  new  and  cost-effective 
technologies  In  maintenance,  rehablltation,  and  modification  of  existing  facilities 
including  developing  new  operation  and  maintenance  techniques  to  enhance  efficiency 
and  performance  of  the  infrastructure  and  perfonning  studies  related  to  dam  safety. 

FY  1996  request  $629,000 

Non-Federal  cash  100.000 

Other  Federal  contributions  ^00.000 

Total  program  $829,000 


Optimizing  Competing  Water  Uses: 

Under  this  component,  studies  address  tiasinwide  reservoir  operations  and  management. 
Optimization  methods  and  operational  strategies  for  reservoir  operations  wDI  t>e 
developed  to  coordinate  liaslnwide  exchanges  of  power  tietween  Reclamation 
powerplants.  Power  production  and  distribution  eiiflclencies  will  be  Increased  so  that 
water  can  be  made  available  for  other  uses  such  as  fish  arxJ  wildlife  habitat.  t)oatlng, 
Whitewater  rafting,  irrigation,  municipal  supply,  and  flood  control.  The  research  In 
FY  1996  will  provide  critical  data  for  the  development  of  predictive  models  to  assist 
water  resource  managers  in  the  planning  and  operation  of  facilities  so  Vhat  these  multiple 
objectives  can  be  met  under  coriditlons  of  changing  water  supply. 

FY  1995  allotment  $250,000         FY  1996  request  $405,000 


FY  1995  allotment 

$500,000 

Non-Federal  cash 

80.000 

Other  Federal  contributions 

95.000 

Total  program 

$675,000 
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Power  Systems: 

During  FY  1996,  this  research  area  wfli  emphasize  improving  efficiency,  safety,  and 
operatlonai  reiiability  for  generation  and  transmission  of  hydroelectric  power.   Efficiency 
improvements  include  developing  computer  technology  for  powerplant  operation  and 
maintenance.  Improving  diagnostics  of  electronic  power  system  components,  and 
improving  electric  power  reliability  and  stability.  Special  studies  are  directed  toward 
enhancing  eiectrtcal  worker  safety  and  reducing  accidents  in  one  of  the  most  dangerous 
occupations  in  the  United  States.  Assessment  of  electromagnetic  field  exposure  leveis  in 
Reclamation  facflities  is  also  an  important  part  of  this  component  This  information  is 
critical  in  determining  safe  exposure  limits  for  personnel  working  with  electrical  current 


FY  1995  allotment 

$300,000 

FY  1996  request 

$363,000 

Non-Federal  cash 

50.000 

Non-Federal  cash 

50,000 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

10.000 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

15.000 

Other  Federal  contributtons 

100.000 

Other  Federal  contributions 

-0- 

Total  program 

$460,000 

Total  pnagram 

$428,000 

Research  New  Starts: 


Research  proposals  from  area  offtees  and  regional  offices,  as  well  as  the  Redamatton 
Service  Center,  wfli  be  evaluated  and  selected  on  the  basis  of  responsiveness  to 
Reclamation's  new  focus  on  water  resources  management  Other  selection  criteria 
Include  impact  on  Reclamation's  goals,  feasibility  of  accomplishment  and  scientific  and 
technological  merits. 


FY  1995  allotment 


-0-         FY  1996  request 


$100,000 


Technology  Transfer 

Reclamation  plans  an  active  technology  transfer  program  In  FY  1996  which  enhances  the 
competitive  edge  of  American  Industry  through  cooperatk)n  with  State  and  local 
govemments,  universities,  and  the  private  sector  by  placing  Increased  emphasis  on 
dissemination  of  findings,  cooperative  research  and  development  agreements  with 
non-Federal  cooperators,  and  iteensing  of  lalxjratory  techrvslogy  for  commercialization. 
This  .jomponent  of  the  WATER  program  aims  to  meet  the  objectives  of  the 
Stevenson-Wydler  Act  of  1980  (Public  Law  96-480).  the  Federal  Technology  Transfer  Act 
of  1986  (Public  Law  99-502),  and  other  related  authorities. 


FY  1995  allotment 
Non-Federal  cash 
Non-Federal  non-cash 
Total  program 


$400,409  FY  1996  request  $446,000 

100.000  Non-Federal  cash  100,000 

100.000  Non-Federal  non-cash  100.000 

$600,409  Total  program  $646,000 
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Water  Supply  and  Conservation: 

This  component  addresses  research  and  technology  transfer  to  erx»urage  water 
conservation  and  Increase  water  supply  through  improvements  In  the  efficiency  and 
management  of  water  use.  FY  1996  studies  wll  Investigate  technologies  to  improve 
canal  automation,  water  treatment,  water  reuse,  water  measurement,  protection  of 
grouTK)  water  resources,  aquifer  storage  and  recovery,  and  canal  linings.  Water 
conservation  research  wll  address  agricultural,  municipal,  arxj  Industrial  water  supply. 


f=Y  1995  aflotment 

$500,000 

FY  1996  request 

$643,000 

fton-Federal  cash 

90,000 

NorvFederal  cash 

150.000 

Nort-Fedaral  norvcash 

5,000 

Non-Federal  nor>-cash 

-0- 

Other  Federal  contributions 

19$,0QQ 

Other  Federal  contributions 

215.000 

Total  program 

$730,000 

Total  program 

$1,008,000 

Aultwrlzation   Public  Law  57-161.  Public  Law  96-480,  and  Public  Law  99-502. 

DmrtkNi  Ongoing. 

Coat-alwring    Twenty-six  percent  in  FY  1996. 


Summarizwl  Rnancial  Data 

for  WATER 

Total  estimated 

Total  to 

Program 

EstlnKto 

Balance  to 

cost 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

comolete 

Reclamation  1/ 

$199,266,409 

$112,333,585 

$2,856,000 

$3,800,000 

$80,276,824 

Prior  year  funds 

47.409 

•0- 

47,409 

-0- 

-0- 

Non-Federal  cash 

9,924.000 

3.624.000 

370.000 

450.000 

5.480.000 

Non-Federal  nor>-cash 

4.413,000 

1.313.000 

290.000 

290.000 

2.520.000 

Other  Federal 

4,7W.0W 

2.975.900 

J3fi.fiQfi 

.SiSSXS 

§45.000 

Total  program 

$218,416,818 

$120,146,585 

$4,193,409 

$5,155,000 

$88,921,824 

1/  Total  Wimated  cost  and  Total  to  9/30/94  contain  $80,207,310  which  was  appropriated  for  research 
activities  under  General  Investigations  prior  to  FY  1989. 
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Water  Treatment  Technology  (WIT) 

Location  This  program  is  Redamationwide. 

Description       The  Water  Treatment  Technology  program  develops  and  applies  new  technology  related 
to  water  treatment  for  water  supply  augmentation,  water  quality  Improvement,  and  water 
quality  protection.  These  studies  are  directed  at  reducing  costs  and  minimizing 
environmental  Impacts  from  salt  renfK)val,  developing  commercially  attractive 
technologies,  Improving  surface  an6  grourxjwater  quality,  facflitating  cost-effective 
conversion  of  previously  unusatile  water  resources  to  usatiie  water  supplies,  and 
utilizing  low-grade  heat  technologies  for  the  control  of  salinity.  The  program  promotes 
research  work  on  advanced  water  treatment  and  membrane  systems  through 
cooperative  partnerships  with  other  Govemmental  agencies  (foreign  and  domestic), 
private  Industry,  academia,  and  users. 

This  7-year  program  is  managed  through  an  interdisciplinary  team  of  researchers  and 
designers.  Studies  are  accomplished  through  In-house  laboratory  facBltles,  a  mobHe 
water  treatment  latxxatory,  and  cost-sfiared  studies  with  others.  The  FY  1996  program 
will  promote  studies  of  advanced  water  treatment  In  cooperative  projects  with  small 
communities,  Indian  communities,  water  districts,  and  comnrwrciai  entities.  Cost-shared 
studies  will  be  supported  by  research  institutes,  universities,  small  entitles,  and 
technological  firms  to  promote  innovation  in  water  treatment  Typical  studies  to  be 
performed  Include: 


Program  Components 


Encourage  New  Ideas  from  Independent  Investigators: 


Technology  development  research  wll  be  funded  for  promising  ideas  from  individuals 
and  small  companies.  Historically,  sonte  of  the  nrast  significant  'break  throughs'  in 
water  treatment  methods  are  the  result  of  providing  funding  to  entities  who  work 
Independently  from  the  larger  research  organizations. 


FY  1995  allotment 


$137,000 


FY  1996  request 


$100,000 


Constnictton  -350 


675 


Science  and  Technology 


Membrane  Development: 

To  avoid  duplication  of  effort  a  consortium  has  been  organized  with  the  Department  of 
Army,  Navy,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  National  Institute  of  Standards  and 
Technology,  National  Institutes  of  Klealth,  and  other  Govemmental  agencies  to 
coordinate  and  cost-share  basic  research  on  new  water  treatment  membranes.  Initial 
emphasis  wll  be  on  studies  and  laboratory  tests  of  low-cost,  high-performance 
memtxanes,  which  minimize  pretreatment,  chemicals,  and  sludge.  In  FY  1996,  results 
of  Initial  studies  and  testing  wll  be  used  for  preliminary  designs  and  cost  estimates  of 
possible  cost-shared  pflot  plants  at  a  scale  suitat)le  for  moving  the  new  membrane 
technologies  Into  the  private  sector. 


FY  1995  allotmer« 

$150,000 

FY  1996  request 

$400,000 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

75,000 

NoivFederal  non-cash 

20P.QP0 

Total  program 

$225,000 

Total  program 

$600,000 

Small  Community  Water  Treatment  Systems: 

Studies  will  be  performed  to  assist  various  communities  and  Indian  tribes  In  determining 
the  best  water  treatment  methods  to  meet  their  needs.  Wori<  wDI  be  accomplished 
using  a  rrrabile  water  treatment  pilot  plant  at  two  sites  In  FY  1996  where  treatment 
methods  will  be  evaluated  to  determine  the  t}est  technology  to  use  on  existing  supplies. 


FY  1995  allotment 

$279,628 

FY  1996  request 

$370,000 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

125.000 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

105,000 

Total  program 

$404,628 

Total  program 

$475,000 

Technology  Transfer 

An  active  program  will  be  corxJucted  to  transfer  results  to  communities  that  benefit  from 
the  new  developments  by  providing  reports,  brochures,  and  displays.  In  addition. 
Reclamation  wll  continue  to  cosponsor  technical  meetings  to  assure  transfer  of  new 
technology  and  to  determine  consensual  desalting  research  needs. 

FY  1995  allotment  $95,000      FY  1996  request  $110,000 
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Wellhead  Treatnient  Processes: 

CoopetBtive  studies  with  State  and  local  water  entitles  are  being  accomplished  to 
develop  water  treatment  systems  that  treat  well  waters  of  Impaired  quality,  while 
producing  lower  concentration  reject  flows  that  can  be  used  for  other  beneficial 
purposes.  In  FY  1996,  the  WTTP  MobPe  Water  Treatment  Laboratory  wfli  be  utilized  on- 
site  at  a  number  of  native  and  small  community  wellheads  to  assist  in  resolving  water 
treatment  problems.  The  on-site  testing  wiii  include  a  comprehensive  evaluation  and 
recommeridatlon  of  the  most  effective  and  efficient  water  treatment  processes. 


FY  1995  request 

$247,000 

FY  1996  allotment 

$285,000 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

50,000 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

25,000 

Total  program 

$297,000 

Total  program 

$310,000 

Western  Water  Projects: 

Cost-shared  preliminary  studies  and  lab  testing  are  currently  being  initiated  in 
partnership  with  private  industry,  universities,  and  local  communities  to  study  water 
treatment  at  specific  sites  that  can  residt  In  significantly  more  usat)le  water  In  the  West 
In  FY  1996,  cost-shared  pflot  plants  will  be  installed  at  a  scale  suitable  for  the  users  to 
determine  and  support  the  entire  funding  of  full-scale  water  treatment  plants  and  move 
the  technology  Into  the  private  sector. 


FY  1995  allotment 

$658,000 

FY  1996  request 

$435,000 

Non-Federal  cash 

100,000 

Non-Federal  cash 

100,000 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

75.000 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

35.000 

Total  program 

$833,000 

Total  program 

$570,000 

Authorization   Public  Law  98-242. 


Duration  initiation:  FY  1992 

Cost-sharing    Thirty  percent 


Completion:  FY  1998 


Summarized  Rnanciai  Data 
forWTT 


Total  estimated 

Total  to 

Program 

Estimate 

Balance  to 

cost 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

comolete 

Reclamation 

$14,555,569 

$3,969,569 

$1,566,000 

$1,700,000 

$  7,320,000 

Prior  year  funds 

628 

-0- 

628 

■0- 

Non-Federal  cash 

1,700.000 

800,000 

100,000 

100,000 

700,000 

Non-Federal  non-cash 

4,530,000 

1.400.000 

325.000 

365,9W 

2.440.000 

Total  program 

$20,786,197 

$6,169,569 

$1,991,628 

$2,165,000 

$10,460,000 
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Watershed  Modeling  Systems  Initiative 

Locatiofi  Thte  program  Is  Redamatlonwtde. 

Description       The  Watershed  Modeling  Systems  Initiative  Is  a  cooperative  Interagency  research  and 
development  effort  with  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey.  It  wll  develop  computer  models 
and  fully  Integrated  data  management  systems  to  help  water  managers  and  water  users 
Increase  envlrorvnental,  ecorxxnlc,  and  social  benefits  of  water  systems  arxj  improve 
ttie  martagement  of  water  resource  faclltles.  These  nrxxJels  and  data  base  systems 
could  be  applied  to  any  Reclamation  watershed  and  will: 

Improve  environmental  quality,  IrKduding  protection  and  enhancement  of  wetlands  arxl 
protection  of  endar)gered  species;  improve  water  quality,  Including  reduction  of  salinity; 
preserve  Irv-stream  and  riparian  habitat;  and  provide  other  nonnrKinetary  benefits. 

increase  the  tieneflts  associated  with  various  water  uses  such  as  municipal  and 
industrial  water  supply,  agriculture,  Instream  uses,  hydropower,  and  recreation,  utiizing 
the  existing  water  resource  infrastructure  of  dams,  reservoirs,  canals,  pipelines,  and 
hydroelectric  generating  facilities. 

Increase  the  avalat)llty  of  water  by  more  efficient  water  management  and  by  reducing 


Reclamation's  efforts  In  the  program  will  focus  on  development  and  improvement  of 
data  management  and  modeling  tods.  These  include  modeling  of  system  operations, 
water  management  and  deliveries,  maintaining  flows  for  protection  of  endangered 
species  and  enfiancement  of  aquatic  habitat,  and  improving  the  efficiency  of  agricultural 
water  use.  Specific  topics  Include:  water  use,  land  use,  simulation  of  tfie  water  rights 
system,  balarKing  project  tienefits,  optimization  of  system  operations,  stocfustic 
hydrologic  modeling,  nested  regional/local  scale  atmospheric  precipitation  nxxJeling, 
operational  runoff  forecasting,  real-time  reservoir  operatiorts  modeling,  and  decision 
support  systems.  The  U.S.  Geological  Survey  wll  fund  Its  part  of  tlie  effort 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  ig95 


Completion:   1998 


Summarized  Hnancial  Data 


Reclamation 


Total  estimated 


$4,000,000 


Total  to 
9/30/94 


Program 
FY  1995 

$1,000,000 


Estimate 
FY  1996 


Balance  to 
complete 


$1,000,000        $2,000,000 


Construction  -  353 
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EMERQEiiCY  nmo 


Tba  EnMigmcy  Fund 
oondnuoui  dilMry  of 
■n  unuMflrt  or  MTMigwcy 
nilurai,  hww  Ml 
Iw  mUgMd  to  the 


■ftiadon.  Dannosto 

IMOWCMWOUkl 


rY  MM  PraQnM 

NofundaareraquastadterFYigoe.  Owryowir 
fcnte  of  $1^  mHon  ara  wpected  to  b* 
iMrtabto  to  anwr*  condnuout  oparatton  of 

preiects  and  prelect  tadUn  in  ttw  «w8nt  of 
drought:  canal  bank,  pipeline,  or  atodrical 
facliy  faluraa;  municipal  and  indwtrW  wator 
doHwery  aystom  falurae;  or  other  unusual  or 
emergency  condUons  which  cauee  or  threaten 
to  cauee  the  Interruption  of  water  or  power 
eeivlce. 


Summarlzad  Financial  Data 


Emergency  Fund 

Appropriation 

AppOolion  of  prior  year  funds 
Total  program 


Enacted 
FY  1995 

$1,000,000 

1117.00ff 

$2,117,000 


Request 
FY  1999 

-0- 
I1.5W.PW 
$1,500,000 


Emergency  -  356 
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LOAN  PROGRAM 

Page 

Pro|ect  or  Item Number 

Castroville  Irrigation  Water  Supply  Project 363 

Chino  Basin  Desalination  Project 364 

The  Dalles  Inlgatlon  District 365 

Detail  of  Funding   361 

Douglas  County  -  Milltown    366 

Eastern  Municipal  Water  District  No.  3 367 

Elslnore  Valley  Municipal  Water  District 369 

Fort  McDowell  Indian  Community  361 

General  Statement  and  Summarized  Rnancial  Data 359/360 

Loan  Administration   372 

Salinas  Valley  Reclamation  Project    368 

Temescal  Valley  Project  (Elslnore  Valley) 369 

Tohono  O'odham  Nation  -  Schuk  Toak  District 370 

Ute  Mountain  Ute 371 


Loan  Program  -  357 
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LOAN  PROGRAM 


Description 

Under  the  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act  of 
1956  (Public  l-aw  84-984)  thie  Federal 
Government,  in  partnerslilp  with  local  districts, 
finances  projects  to  conserve  water  by 
upgrading  less  efficient  facilities.  Improve  water 
quality,  enhance  fish  and  wildlife,  and  support 
Indian  self-sufficiency  through  loans  to  Native 
American  Indian  projects. 

FY  1996  Program 

Funds  are  requested  to  continue  seven  ongoing 
and  one  new  loan  (Douglas  County-Mllltown 
Hill),  loan  program  administration,  and  for  a  new 
program  format.   Reclamation  is  proposing  to 
replace  the  existing  loan  program  with  a  revised 
program  -  one  which  would  be  more  narrowly 
focused.  A  streamlined  application  process  will 
make  the  revised  program  more  responsive. 
The  revised  program  would  provide  assistance 
for  public  benefits  such  as  water  conservation, 
fish  and  wildlife  protection  and  public  safety. 

Program  Highlights 

Native  American 

This  year's  program  contains  funding  to 
continue  two  projects  for  Native  Americans. 


The  Schuk  Toak  Indian  Community  loan 
provides  funding  for  a  distribution  system  that 
will  enable  the  District  to  efficiently  utilize 
existing  water  supplies.  A  grant  for  the  Ute 
Mountain  Lite  Indian  Tribe  will  provide  funds  to 
assist  In  the  development  of  lands  while  utilizing 
water  supplies  provkled  by  the  Dolores  Project. 

Reclaimed  Water 

Four  of  the  ongoing  loans  -  Eastern  Municipal 
Water  District  No.  3,  Chino  Basin,  Castroville 
In-igation,  and  the  Salinas  Valley  Reclamation 
Project  will  provide  opportunities  for  reclaiming 
water,  either  through  water  reuse  or  water 
reclamation.  These  loans  will  contribute 
Increased  public  benefits  for  threatened 
wetlands,  endangered  species,  irrigation, 
recreation,  Instream  uses,  outdoor  recreation, 
and  consen/ation. 

Water  Supply 

Two  loans  in  the  FY  1996  program  -  the 
Temescal  Valley  Project,  and  Douglas  County  - 
concentrate  on  creating  and  maintaining  a 
dependable  water  supply.  The  improved  or 
restored  vrater  facilities  will  assure  a  steady  and 
dependable  water  supply  which  will  result  in 
improved  water  conservation,  drought 
management  opportunities,  improve  crop  yields, 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  recreation,  fire 
protection,  municipal  and  industrial  use,  rural 
domestic  supplies,  and  irrigation. 


Loan  Program  -  359 


682 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Lx>an  program 

Appropriation 

Application  of  prior  year  funds 
Otiier  Federal  participation 
Total  obligations 

Non-Federal  participation  -  services 
Total  program 


Enacted 
FY  1995 

$  9.600.000 
8.908,000 
7.690.000 

$26,198,000 

11.951.000 
$38,149,000 


Request 
FY  1996 

$16,668,000 
-0- 
9.581.000 
$26,249,000 

33.222.000 
$59,471,000 


NOTE:  The  Other  Federal  participation  (Treasury  portion)  is  an  estimate  at  this  time. 


Loan  Program  •  360 
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BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 
LOAN  PROGRAM 

Dntan  of  funcfng  FY  1995  aid  FY  1996 
On  thousands  of  dollafs) 

Fiscal  Year  1995 



Fiscal  Year  1996 

Project  or  Study 

Prior 
New            Year      Other 
Budget        Funds  Federd 
Authority  Available  Fundnq 

Totd 

New         Other 
Budget    Federal 
Authority  Fundinq 

Told 

CastroviOe  Irrigation  W^ter  Sifiply 

1.064                0         691 

1.755 

1.500 

1,210 

2.710 

Oiirw  Basin  Desalination  Pmjnct 

900                 0          978 

1.878 

1.100 

1.617 

2,717 

The  Dalles  Irrigation  District 

i;286                 0          638 

1.924 

0 

0 

0 

Doug^  County  -  Milttown  HOI 

0                 0             0 

0 

100 

55 

155 

Eastern  Munidpd  W^er  District  #3 

2,000              33       2,196 

4,229 

2,200 

3,800 

6.000 

Elsinore  Valley  Municipal  Water  District 

0               55   ,          0 

55 

Fort  McDowell  Indan  Community 

0           8,820        1.987 

10.807 

0 

0 

0 

Salinas  Valley  Redamation  Project 

900                 0          570 

1.470 

1.100 

880 

1.980 

Temescal  Valley  Project 

350                 0          270 

620 

700 

697 

1,397 

Tohono  O'odham  Schuk  Toak 

1,000                 0          360 

1.360 

3,043 

1,322 

4,365 

Ute  Mountain  Ule 

1,500                 0              0 

1.500 

1,500 

0 

1,500 

New  Loan  Program  Activity 

0                 0              0 

0 

5,000 

0 

5,000 

9,000           8.908       7.690 

25,598 

16,243 

9,581 

25,824 

jjoen  Administration 

TOTAL -LOAN  PROGRAM 

600                0             0 

600 

425 

0 

425 

9.600           8.908       7.690 

26,198 

16,668 

9.581 

26,249 

NOTE:  The  Other  Federal  Funding 
(Treasury  portion)  is  an 
estimate  at  this  time. 

• 

Loan  Program  -  361 
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Castroville  Irrigation  Water  Supply  Project 

Califomia 


Location 


This  project  Is  located  in  the  Castroville  area  of  the  Salinas  Valley,  Monterey  County, 
California. 


Description       The  Monterey  County  Water  Resources  Agency  (MCWRA)  Is  proposing  a  project 

consisting  of:  (1)  a  12.049  acre  irrigation  distribution  system;  (2)  capping  water  wells 
which  extend  Into  the  intruded  aquifer;  (3)  acquiring  and  maintaining  wells  to  pump 
12,050  acre  feet  of  water  per  year;  (4)  implementing  a  water  conservation  plan  with  a 
saving  goal  of  20  percent  or  6,000  acre  feet  of  water  per  year;  and  (5)  purchasing 
19,450  acre  feet  of  reclaimed  wastewater  per  year. 

The  purchase  of  reclaimed  w/astewater.  which  is  presently  t>eing  disposed  of  to 
Monterey  Bay.  will  be  used  to  replace  groundwater  being  pumped  for  agricultural 
Irrigation.  Additionally,  It  allows  conservation  of  water  in  Nacimiento  and  San  Antonio 
reservoirs  to  the  benefit  of  the  Golden  Eagle  an6  fish  living  in  these  reservoirs;  and  It 
reduces  the  discharge  of  secondary  treated  wastewater  Into  Monterey  Bay  National 
Marine  Sanctuary.  This  minimizes  Impacts  of  conventional  pollutants  on  aquatic  life, 
adverse  Impact  of  toxic  pollutants,  anid  potential  contamination  of  t>eaches. 

Construction  of  this  project  is  scheduled  to  tjegin  In  FV  1995.  The  MCWRA  will  use 
furxjs  from  Its  revenues  to  supply  their  contribution  to  this  project  The  MCWRA  will 
purchase  reclaimed  wastewater  from  the  Monterey  Regional  Water  Pollution  Control 
Agency  (MRWPCA).  If  It  Is  determined  ^he  aquifer  Is  feasible  as  a  regulatory  reservoir, 
then  no  groundwater  would  be  needed  to  supplement  the  reclaimed  wastewater. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1995 


Completion:  FY  2000 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Total  estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Other  Federal 
Total  program 

$16,036,000 
11,049,900 
16.414.000 

$43,499,900 

$        -0- 

5,270,000 

-0- 

$5,270,000 

$1,064,000 

4,671,000 

691.000 

$6,426,000 

$1,500,000 

550.000 

1,210,009 

$3,260,000 

$13,472,000 

558,900 

14.513.000 

$28,543,900 

Lx>an  Program  -  363 
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Chino  Basin  Desalination  Project 
Santa  Ana  Watershed  Project  Authority 

CalHomia 

Location  This  project  is  located  In  the  Santa  Ana  Watershed  •  Chino  Basin  Aquifer  in  Riverside 

arKl  San  Bernardino  Counties. 

Description       This  project  wRI  er^able  contaminated  water  to  be  pumped  from  the  Chino  Basin  Aquifer 
and  treated  at  the  two  proposed  desalting  plants.  The  resulting  brine  and  contamiruints 
will  be  discharged  into  the  Santa  Ana  Regional  Interceptor  Pipeline,  and  the  reclaimed 
water  will  be  pumped  into  the  existing  water  supply  system  to  be  used  for  agriculture 
and  municipal  and  industrial  use.  The  project  will  remove  15,000  tons  of  brine  and 
contaminants  from  the  aquifer.  Features  of  the  project  include  construction  of  10 
groundwater  production  wells,  two  desalting  plants,  storage  facilities,  and  approximately 
20  mHes  of  pipeline. 

The  Chino  Basin  Aquifer  is  the  area's  major  source  of  water.   High  salt  concentration  In 
the  lower  Chino  Groundwater  Basin  impacts  agricultural  production  In  addition  to 
threatening  wetlarvjs  containing  endangered  species  along  the  Santa  Ana  River  and 
potable  water  supplies  in  Orange  County.  Concentrations  of  total  dissolved  solids  (tds) 
in  the  Basin  are  as  high  as  1 ,850  milligrams  per  liter  with  nitrates  exceeding  safe 
drinking  water  standards  by  as  much  as  950  percent.   Rising  ground  water  downstream 
from  the  agricultural  area  contributes  5  to  10  percent  of  the  river's  base  flow  but  Is 
responsible  for  30  to  40  percent  of  the  nitrate  and  50  percent  of  the  tds  load.   Project 
Implementation  will  result  in  reduced  tds  levels  in  Irrigation  water  and  will  Increase  crop 
yields  in  addition  to  other  valuable  dairy  Industry  and  national  resource  objectives. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1995 


Completion:  FY  2000 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Total  estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Other  Federal 

$  9,984.000 
15,623,000 
22.060.000 

$47,667,000 

$     -0- 

-0- 
-0- 

$  900,000 
550,000 
978.000 

$2,428,000 

$1,100,000 
4.000.000 
1.617.000 

$6,717,000 

$  7.984.000 
11.073.000 
19.465.000 

Total  program 

$    -0- 

$38,522,000 

Loan  Program  -  364 
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The  Dalles  Irrigation  District 
Oregon 

Location  This  project  is  located  In  Wasco  County.  Oregon,  just  south  of  the  city  of  The  Dalles. 

Description       The  primary  purposes  of  this  project  are  to  rehat)litate  the  irrigation  system  pumping 
plants  and  regiiating  reservoir  and  to  increase  the  capacity  of  the  Inlgatlon  distribution 
system.  The  District  woiid  like  to  increase  the  water  supply  capacity  to  better  meet 
existing  peak  irrigation  demands,  improve  crop  yields,  and  minimize  system  downtime 
caused  by  pumping  plant  oveitoad  and  shutdown.  About  319  acres  of  land  which  is 
currently  irrigated  wotid  be  incorporated  into  the  district  as  a  result  of  this  project  This 
will  enhance  and  help  maintain  a  viable  economy  in  a  depressed  rural  area. 

in  addition  to  correcting  ttie  operation  deficiencies  of  the  existing  Federal  Infrastructure, 
other  benefits  of  this  project  are  further  protection  of  tfie  juvenile  salmon,  reduction  of 
deep  percolation  wtiich  wll  decrease  the  potential  nravement  of  nitrate  and  herbicide 
contaminants  into  domestic  weOs,  and  improve  cooperative  monitoring  of  existing 
landslide  areas  in  ttie  dty  of  The  DaDes. 


Duration 


Initiation:  F^  1995 


Completion:  FY  1995 


Sunnnaiized  Financial  Data 


Total  estimated 
cost 

Total  to 

9^/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
comolete 

Redanution 
Non-Federal 
Other  Federal 

$1,286,000 
930.000 
638.000 

$2,854,000 

$       -0- 
200.000 
-0- 

$1,286,000 
730.000 
638.000 

$2,654,000 

$-0- 
-0- 
-0- 

$-0- 

$-0- 
-0- 
-0- 

Total  program 

$200,000 

$-0- 

Loan  Program  -  365 
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Douglas  County  -  Milttown  Hill 

Oregon 

Location  This  project  is  iocated  approximately  6  mies  east  of  Yoncalla.  Oregon,  at  river  mUe  39.4 

of  Bk  Creek,  a  major  tritHJtary  of  the  Umpqua  River. 

Description       A  18&-foot  high  roller-compacted  concrete  dam  wotid  be  constructed  to  Impound  alx>ut 
24,140  acre-feet  of  water.   Recreation  faclities  would  be  constructed  adjacent  to  the 
reservoir.  In  addition,  a  gravity  pressure  distribution  pipeline  would  be  constructed  to 
deliver  water  to  the  nearby  Yoncalla  and  Scotts  Valley  areas.  The  project  would  provide 
water  for  water  quality  improvement,  fish  and  widlife  enhancement,  streamflow 
enhancement,  recreation.  Are  protection,  municipal  and  industrial  use,  rural  domestic 
supplies,  and  irrigation.  In  addition,  the  dam  would  provide  flood  control,  facPitate 
downlisting  of  the  threatened  Columbia  wtiitetaled  deer,  and  enhance  economic 
development  In  an  ecorKtmicaliy  depressed  area. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1996 


Completion:  FY  2000 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 


Total  estimated 
ppst 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  199? 

Balance  to 
comolete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Other  Federal 
Total  program 

$17,274,000 

9,822,000 

12.133.000 

$39,229,000 

$         -0- 

6.800.000 
-0- 

$6,800,000 

$        -0- 

1.000.000 

-0- 

$1,000,000 

$   100,000 
2.022.000 

$5,000 

$2,177,000 

$17,174,000 
-0- 
12.078.000 
$29:252,000 

Loan  Program  -366 


Location 


Description 


Eastern  Municipal  Water  District  No.  3 

Califomla 

This  project  Is  located  In  southwestern  Riverside  County  from  north  of  the  San  Diego 
County  line  to  the  city  of  Riverside  and  easterly  to  the  San  Jacinto  Mountains. 

The  project  wDI  provide  reclaimed  water  to  over  21 .000  acres  of  irrigated  land  and  wrili 
provide  over  23.000  acre-feet  of  municipal  and  Industrial  vrater  as  well  as  provide 
reclaimed  water  for  expansion  of  three  separate  wetlands,  covering  approximately  600 
acres,  thus  preserving  treated  potable  water  that  would  have  been  lost  without  the 
proposed  system. 

Recycling  reclaimed  water  will  also  provide  other  important  benefits  such  as 
establishment  of  recreational  parks  and  greenbelts,  enhancement  of  wetlands  and 
wildlife  habitat,  and  the  recharge  of  surplus  reclaimed  vrater  into  underground  aquifer 
systems  for  vrater  quality  enhancement  and  for  future  drought  (banl<ing)  management 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1992 


Completion:   FY  1997 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Other  Federal 
Total  program 


Total  estimated 
cost 


Total  to 
9/30/94 


$13,395,000  $  7.899,266 

13,621.400  5,300.000 

17.655.000  9.034.108 

$44,671,400  $22,233,374 


Program 
FY  1995 

$2,032,734 
2.000.000 
2.196.164 

$6,228,898 


Estimated 
FY  1996 

$2,200,000 
3,000,000 
3.800.000 

$9,000,000 


Balance  to 
complete 

$1,263,000 
3.321,400 
2.624.728 

$7,209,128 


Loan  Program  -  367 
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Salinas  Valley 
Water  Reclamation  Facility  for  Crop  Irrigation 

Califomia 

Location  This  pro)ect  Is  located  in  Marina,  Califomia,  with  the  reclaimed  wastewater  to  be  used  In 

the  Castroville  area  of  the  Salinas  Valley,  Monterey  County,  Califomia. 

Description       The  Monterey  Regional  Water  Pollution  Control  Agency  (MRWPCA)  is  proposing  to 
constmct  a  tertiary  wastewater  treatment  facPity  to  treat  wastewater  to  meet  inlgation 
requirements.  The  MRWPCA  will  sell  this  reclaimed  wastewater  to  the  Monterey  County 
Water  Resources  Agency  (MCWRA)  to  Inlgate  crops  in  the  Castroville  area. 

Presently,  wastewater  Is  treated  to  secondary  standards  and  discharged  to  Monterey 
Bay,  which  has  been  designated  as  a  National  Marine  Sanctuary.  This  project  will 
permit  this  wastewater  to  be  reclaimed  and  used  for  irigation  In  place  of  groundwater. 
This  will  help  mitigate  the  groundwater  overdraft  and  seawater  intrusion  problem  being 
experienced  in  the  Castroville  area. 


Duration 


Initiation:  FY  1995 


Completion:   FY  2000 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 


Total  estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Other  Federal 
Total  program 

$10,212^000 

6,900,000 

10.207.000 

$27,319,000 

$       -0- 

350,000 

-0- 

$350,000 

$  900,000 

2,000,000 

570.000 

$3,470,000 

$1,100,000 

4,000,000 

880,000 

$5,980,000 

$  8,212,000 

550,000 

8,757,000 

$17,519,000 

Loan  Program  -  368 
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Temescal  Valley  Project 
Elslnore  Valley  Municipal  Water  District 

California 

Location  This  project  Is  located  60  miles  east  of  Los  Angeles  and  20  miles  south  of  Riverside. 


Description 


The  project  will  convey,  store,  and  distribute  Woodcrest  Project  water  to  Temescal 
Valley  for  agricultural  and  municipal  and  Industrial  usage.  Features  include  9.8  miles  of 
pressurized  transmission  main.  3.7  miles  of  24-inch  distribution  main  (4  lines),  one  8 
million-gallon  storage  tanl<.  three  5  million-gallon  storage  tanks,  three  ground-water 
production  wells,  and  appurtenant  facilities. 

Water  delivery  facilities  which  presently  serve  the  project  area  were  constructed  in  the 
1920's.  Approximately  100.000  linear  feet  of  these  facilities  are  cast-in-place  concrete 
pipe.  The  facOlties  are  decaying  and  must  be  replaced  with  modem  facilities  in  order  to 
assure  a  steady  and  dependable  water  supply  to  the  project  area.  This  gravity-fed 
pressurized  system  will  improve  water  delivery  capability  with  increased  flexibility  and 
control  of  operations  resulting  in  improved  water  conservation  and  drought  nrtanagement 
opportunities.   Dependency  on  depleting  groundwater  supplies  will  be  reduced  along 
with  the  energy  costs  associated  with  pumping  water.  Water  quality  will  be  enhanced 
by  integrating  and  blending  water  supplies. 


Duration 


Inttiation:   FY  1995 


Completion:  FY  2000 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Other  Federal 
Total  program 


Total  estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
comdete 

$8,001,000 
11.659.000 
14.249.000 

$33,909,000 

$-0- 
-0- 

-0- 
$-0- 

$    350,000 
500.000 
270.000 

$1,120,000 

$   700,000 

2.000.000 

697.000 

$3,397,000 

$6,951,000 

9,159,000 

13.282.000 

$29,392,000 
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Tohono  O'odham  Nation  •  Schuk  Toak  District 
Arizona 


Location  This  project  Is  located  approximately  20  mies  west  of  Tucson  in  Pima  County. 

Description      The  project  will  provide  a  distribution  system  that  will  enable  the  District  to  utDize  the 

water  delivered  under  the  terms  of  the  Southern  Arizona  Water  Rights  Settlement  Act  of 
1982  (Public  Law  97-293).  Features  include  development  of  an  on-famn  irrigation  system 
for  2,668  acres  of  agricultural  land.  This  project  requires  land  leveling  and  construction 
of  canals,  pipelines,  and  tile  drains  for  removal  of  excess  groundwater  from  inigated 
lands  and  operation  and  maintenance  fadities. 


Duration 


Initiation:  FY  1995 


Completion:  FY  1997 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Other  Federal 
Total  program 


Total  estimated 
cost 

$  5,307,000 

19,150.000 

2.273.000 

$26,730,000 


Total  to 
9/30/94 

$-0- 
-0- 

1^ 

$-0- 


Program 
FY  1995 

$1,000,000 
500,000 
360.000 

$1,860,000 


Estimated 
FY  1996 

$  3,043,000 

17,650,000 

1.322.000 

$22,015,000 


Balance  to 
complete 

$1,264,000 

1,000,000 

591.000 

$2,855,000 
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Location 


Description 


Ute  Mountain  Ute 

Colorado 

This  project  is  iocated  on  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Indian  Resen/ation  in  southwestern 
Colorado  near  the  Four  Comers  Monument 

The  project  wfll  allow  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Indian  Tribe  M&l  facllties  to  utiize  water 
supplies  provided  by  the  Dolores  Project  The  project  would  develop  and  equip  a  7,634 
acre  sprinlder-irrigated  agricultural  enterprise  for  the  Tribe  which  would  provide  quality 
employment  opportunities  to  Tribal  members  and  return  a  profit  to  the  Tribe. 

The  project  area  is  essentially  without  water  because  of  long  standing  water  rights 
issues.  Many  Tribal  members  will  have  potable  water  for  the  first  time  since  water  has  to 
be  transported  into  the  area  by  trucl<.  The  town  of  Towaoc,  Colorado,  lacl(s  a  potable 
water  system. 

Land  preparation,  installation  of  sprinlders  and  supply  lines,  construction  of  farm 
headquarters,  shops,  storage  buOdlngs  and  fences  will  convert  range  land  Into  sprinkler 
Irrigated  famn  land. 

This  grant  of  $3  million  will  be  used  to  perfonn  cultural  resources  wortc  associated  with 
development  of  the  Irrigated  agricultural  system. 


Duration 


Initiation:  F^  1995 


Completion:  FY  1996 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 


Reclamation 


Total  estimated 
cost 

$3,000,000 


Total  to 
9/30/94 

$-0- 


Program 
FY  1995 


Estimated 
FY  1996 


$1,500,000  $1,500,000 


Balance  to 
complete 

$-0- 
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Loan  Administration 


Description       This  program  is  used  for  the  processing  of  potential  loans,  negotiation  of  contracts,  and 
similar  activities.  These  activities  are  performed  prior  to  the  granting  of  the  loan  and, 
therefore,  require  an  independent  source  of  financing.   Upon  execution  of  a  contract  for 
a  loan  under  this  program,  all  administrative  costs  irKurred  on  the  specific  proposal  to 
that  time,  as  well  as  all  future  costs,  are  charged  to  the  organization  securing  the  loan 
and  are  repaid  in  accordance  with  the  loan  agreement   Since  the  authorizing  acts  make 
no  provision  for  the  collection  of  funds  spent  on  unsuccessful  applications  or  on 
administrative  functions  not  assignable  to  specific  loans,  a  portion  of  these 
administrative  funds  is  considered  nonreimbursatile. 

Duration  Ongoing 

Funding  The  estimated  funding  for  FY  1996  is  $425,000.  wtiich  Is  $175,000  less  than  FY  1995. 
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GENERAL  INVESTIQATIONS 

PSQS 

Proi0ct  or  AdMly ■ ^Number 

Ameflcan  RIver/Folsom  South  Optimization  Study 377 

Ashley/Brush  Creeio  Optimization  Study 385 

Bear  River  Basin  Water  Quality/Watershed  Management  Study 399 

Blacl(  Hills  Regional  Water  Management  Study 399 

Cartton  Lake  Restoration *^ 

Central  Oregon  Irrigation  System  Consenrartion  Project  Feasibility  Study 400 

Colorado  River  Water  Quality  Improvemerit  Program   401 

Detal  of  Funding   377/378 

Deschutes  River  Basin  (sed  Upper  Deschutes) 412 

Drought  Investigations   ^^ 

Edwards  Aquifer  Regional  Water  Resources  and  Management  Study    402 

Environmental  and  Interagency  Coordination  Activities 402 

Rsh  &  WOdllfe  Habitat  Preservation  &  Enhancement 403 

Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation  Study 3^ 

General  Planning  Studies   ^^ 

General  Statement  and  Summarized  Financial  Data 375/376 

Grand  Valley  Project  Water  Conservation  Study 404 

Grande  Ronde  Water  Optimization  Study 404 

Idaho  River  Systems  Management 405 

Imperial  Valley  Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse  Study 405 

Investigation  of  Existing  Projects •  ^0® 

Josephine  County  Water  Management  Study 377 

Kansas  Comprehensive  Investigation 386 

(.ower  Colorado  Indian  Water  Management  Study   387 

Lower  Colorado  River  Regulatory  Storage  Study   377 

Ixwer  Owens  River  Environmental  Study 388 

Lower  Rio  Grande  Basin  Study 377 

Mallbu  Creek  Rshery  Enhancement  Study 389 

MWdle  Rio  Grande  Water  Assessment/Management  Study 377 

Minor  Wort<  In  Connection  With  Completed  Project  Investigations 406 

Missouri  River  Basin  Trit>es  Water  Resource  Management  Plans 407 

Musselshell  River  Water  Management  Plan 377 
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GENERAL  INVESTIGATIONS 

Page 
Project  or  Activity -, Number 

Nebraska  Water  Supply  Assessment 369 

Northwest  Oregon  Regional  Water  Supply  Study 407 

Oklahoma  Water  Supply  Study 391 

Oregon  Stream  Restoration  Planning  Study 408 

Oregon  Subbasin  Consen/atlon  Planning 408 

Owyhee  Project  Storage  Optimization  Study   409 

Pallid  Sturgeon  Recovery  Decision  Support  System 409 

Redanuition  Wastewater  Studies 378 

RIncon  Bayou-Nueces  Marsh  Wetlarxls  Restoratkjn/Enhancement  Project    410 

flio  Grande/Low  Row  ConveyarKe  Channel  Study 392 

Rio  Grande/Rio  Bravo  International  Basin  Assessment 393 

Rio  Puerco  Watershed  Sedimentation  arx)  Water  Quality  Study 377 

Salton  Sea  Research  Study 377 

San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Study 410 

San  Juan  Gallup/Navajo  Water  Supply  Study    377 

Southern  Califomia  Coastal  Water  Supply  Study    394 

Southern  Califomia  Comprehensive  Water  Supply  and  Redamatkm  Study 411 

Southem  Oregon  Coastal  River  Basins    395 

Southwest  Colorado  Rural  Water  Supply  Study  396 

Summarized  Rnancial  Data 376 

Technical  Assistance  to  States    377 

Tri-County  Feasibility  Study 378 

Tucson/Phoenix  Water  Conservatkm  and  Exchange  Study 412 

Upper  Deschutes  River  Basin  Water  Conservatkm  Project    412 

Upper  Salmon  River  Water  Optimizatk)n  Study 413 

Upper  San  Pedro  River  Optimlzatkxi  Study  378 

Upper  Snake  River  Basin  Salmon  MigratkMi  Water  Study   413 

Upper  Snake  River  Basin  Storage  Optimizatkm    414 

Utah  Lake  Water  Management  Study 378 

Verde  River  Basin  Management  Study 414 

Washington  River  Basin  Planning 397 

Water  Resource  Management  Plans  (see  Missouri  River  Basin  Trtties) 407 

Weber  Basin  Water  Quality/Watershed  Management  Study    415 

Western  Montana  Water  Conservation  Study 415 

West  Texas/Southem  New  Mexk:o  Water  Resource  Irwestigation 378 

Yampa  River  Water  Supply  Study   416 

Yellowstone  River  Basin  Study    398 
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GENERAL  rNVESTIGATIONS 


Description 

The  FY  1996  General  ln\festlgations  (Gl) 
program  reflects  Reclamation's  continued 
emphasis  on  water  resources  management  and 
consen/ation.  The  FY  1996  program  promotes 
those  studies  which  Identity  ways  to  meet 
current  and  future  water  quality,  quantity,  and 
environmental  needs  through  enhanced 
management  of  existing  Reclamation  and  non- 
Federal  facilities,  and  through  nonstructural  or 
minor  structural  solutions. 

FY  1996  Program 

The  FY  1996  proposed  budget  contains  35 
ongoing  studies  and  14  new  studies  for  a  total 
program  of  $13,602,000. 

Program  Highlights 

Water  Management 

Improved  water  management  is  the  main  focus 
of  the  FY  1996  Gl  program,   included  in  the 
fourteen  new  studies  are  seven  studies  which 
concentrate  on  effective  management  of  vrater. 
These  studies  are  the  Ashley\Bmsh  Creeks 
Optimization  Study,  Lower  Colorado  Indian 
Water  Management  Study,  Nebraska  Water 
Supply  Assessment,  Oklahoma  Water  Supply 
Study,  Rio  Grande\Rio  Bravo  International  Basin 
Assessment,  Southem  Callfomia  Coastal  Water 
Supply  Study,  and  the  Southwest  Colorado 
Rural  Water  Supply  Study.  These  studies  will 
be  a  cooperative  effort  t>etween  Reclamation 
and  State  and  local  governments  and  water 
districts.  Development  of  management  plans 
for  multipurpose  use  of  water  supplies  is  a  vital 
part  of  successful  innovative  water 
management. 


Water  Conservation 

Water  conservation  Is  a  principal  element  to 
more  effective  water  management  All  the  water 
management  studies  in  the  Gl  program  identify 
water  conservation  measures.  Studies  such  as 
the  Rio  Grande/IJ3W  Row  Conveyance  Channel 
Study  will  analyze  various  hydrologlc  scenarios 
and  will  evaluate  possible  changes  to  address 
water  conservation,  wildlife  management,  water 
quality,  and  environmental  conskJerations  while 
minimizing  operation  and  maintenance  costs. 

Water  Quality  and  Quantity 

Both  new  and  ongoing  planning  studies  deal 
with  the  quality  and  quantity  of  the  vrater 
supply.  An  example  of  this  is  the  Kansas 
Comprehensive  Investigation  which  will  evaluate 
Reclamation  projects  within  the  State  for  their 
effectiveness  in  meeting  future  availability  of 
vrater.  Another  new  start  in 
FY  1996  is  the  Nebraska  Water  Supply 
Assessment  which  is  a  cooperative  effort  to 
provkle  the  State  and  Indian  Reservations 
analyses  on  possible  water  supply  problems 
due  to  groundwater  contamination. 

Fish  and  WildlHe  and  Endangered  Species 

Effective  management  of  the  ecosystem 
includes  the  protection  and  enhancement  of  fish 
and  wildlife  resources,  and  the  management 
and  recovery  of  endangered  species.  At  least 
20  studies  in  the  FY  1996  Gl  program  are  either 
directly  or  indirectly  committed  to  the 
preservation\restoration  and  enhancement  of 
fish  and  wildlife  and/or  endangered  species. 
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New  Studies 


Five  of  the  new  studies  In  FY  1996  have  the 
restoration  and  preservation  of  fish  arxl  widlrfe 
as  their  number  one  priority.  These  studies  are 
the  Washington  River  Basin  Planning,  Southern 
Oregon  Coastal  River  Basins,  Lower  Owens 
Rrver  Environmental  Study,  Malibu  Creek 
Rshery  Enhancement  Study,  arxJ  the 
Yellowstone  River  Basin  Study. 

Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse 

Reclaiming  and  reusing  water  Is  vital  to 
improving  the  management  and  use  of  the 
Nation's  water  resources.   Reclaimed  water  is  a 
dependable,  abundant,  and  under-utilized  water 

supply  source. 

The  coordination  and  Implementation  of  large- 
scale  uses  o'  reclaimed  water,  arKi  plans  for 
developing  dependable  water  supplies  tfvough 
the  use  of  reclaimed  water,  can  defer  more 
drastic  and  costly  measures  in  meeting 
Increasing  water  demands.   Reclamation  wil 
work  to  overcome  institutional  barriers  and 
coordinate  local  interests. 


The  14  new  studies  for  FY  1996  are: 


Ashley\Brush  Creeks  Optimization  Study, 

UT 

Kansas  Comprehensive  Investigation,  KS 

Lower  Colorado  Indian  Water  Management 

Study,  A2,  CA,  NV 

Lower  Owens  River  Environmental  Study, 

CA 

Malibu  Creek  Fishery  Enhancement  Study, 

CA 

Nebraska  Water  Supply  Assessment,  NE 

Oklahoma  Water  Supply  Study,  OK 

Rio  Grande\Low  Row  Conveyance  Channel 

Study,  NM 

Rio  GrarvJe\Rio  Bravo  International  Basin 

Assessment,  TX 

Southem  Califomia  Coastal  Water  Supply 

Study,  CA 

1 1 .  Southem  Oregon  Coastal  River  Basins,  OR 

12.  Southwest  Colorado  Rural  Water  Supply 
Study,  CO 

13.  Washington  River  Basin  Planning,  WA 

14.  Yellowstone  River  Basin  Study,  MT 


10 


Summarized  Rnancial  Data 


General  Investigations 

Appropriation 

Application  of  prior  year  funds 
Non-Federal  participation  -  cash 
Total  obligatlor^s 


Enacted 
FY  1995 

$14,190,000 
1.424.000 
1.130.000 

$16,744,000 


Request 
FY  1996 

$13,602,000 

-0- 

750.000 

$14,352,000 


Non-Federal  participation  -  services 
Total  program 


5.598.000 
$22,342,000 


6.091 .000 
$20,443,000 
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BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 
GEhERAL  INVESTIGAnONS  PROGRAM 

Detaa  of  Funding  FY  1995  and  FY  1996 
(in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Fiscal  Year  1995- 


Project  or  Study 


Prior        Non 

New  Year  Federal 

Budget        Funds  Contri- 

Authority  Available  txitions    Total 


ONGONG 
American  River/Foteom  South  Opiimizalion 
Bear  RK/er  Basin  Water  Quality 
Black  Hills  Regional  Water  Management 
Cailton  Lake  Restoration 
Central  Oregon  Irrigation 
Cokxado  River  Water  Quafity  Imp.  Prog. 
Drought  Investigations  Program 
Edwards  Aquifer  Regkxial  Water  Supply 
Environmental  &  interagency  Coord. 
Fish  &  Wildlife  Preservalion/RstrVEnhnc 
Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservatkxi 
General  Planning  Studies 
Grand  Valley  Prqect  Water  Conservation 
Grsnde  Ronde  River  Basin 
Idaho  River  Systems  Management 
Imperial  Valley  Agricultural  Drainage 
Iraresfigatkxi  of  Existing  Projects 
Joanne  County  Water  MgmnL  Study 
Lower  Colorado  River  RegJatory  Storage 
Lower  Rk>  Grande  Basin  Study 
Middte  Rk)  Grande  Water  Assessment 
Minor  W6ri(  on  Completed  Projects 
Missouri  River  Basin  Indoi  Tribes 
Musselshell  River  Water  Management 
Northwest  Oregon  Regional  Water  Supply 
Oregon  Strean  Restoratkn 
Oregon  Sutibasin  Consen/atkm 
On^iob  Project  Storage  Optimizatton 
Paind  Sturgeon  Recoveiy 
Pecos  River  Basin  F&W  Water  Quality 
Reclamation  Wastewater  Studies 
Rincon  Bayou-  Nueces  Marsh 
Rn  Puerco  Watershed/Water  Quafity 
Saiton  Sea  Research 
San  Frandsco  Area  Water  Rec.  Study 
San  Juan  Gaihjp/Navajo  Water  Supply 
Southern  CA  Comp.  water  Supply 
Technk:ai  Assistance  to  States 


400 
0 
100 
200 
75 
1,145 
80 
240 
1,695 
0 
150 
1,970 
63 
59 
100 
75 
512 
0 
150 
175 
100 
170 
250 
50 
250 
200 
200 
ISO 
140 
50 
0 
90 
200 
100 
790 
200 
325 
1,841 


28 
23 
0 
0 
0 
8 
0 
5 
»7 
0 
3 
135 
4 
0 
0 
0 
158 
50 
22 
54 
31 
129 
0 
25 
0 
0 
0 
10 
0 
15 
32 
0 
0 
99 
0 
0 
63 
113 


400 
81 
100 
150 
100 
0 
0 
240 
0 
0 
0 
0 
63 
100 
100 
75 
0 
0 
300 
175 
175 
0 
0 
50 
300 
200 
200 
150 
140 
SO 
0 
125 
150 
200 
790 
100 
675 
0 


-Fisc^Year1996 


Non 
New      Federal 
Budget    Contri- 
Mhority  buBons    Total 


828 

104 

200 

350 

175 

1,153 

80 

485 

1,992 

0 

153 

2,105 

130 

159 

200 

150 

670 

50 

472 

404 

306 

299 

250 

^^ 

400 

400 

310 

280 

115 

32 

215 

350 

399 

1,580 

300 

1,063 

1,954 


0 
100 
150 
50 
200 
375 
40 
240 
1,877 
50 
0 
2,435 
50 
200 
100 
175 
540 
0 
0 
0 
0 
150 
250 
0 
300 
150 
200 
SO 
140 
0 
0 
150 
0 
0 
700 
0 
750 
1,665 


0 
81 
150 
100 
?00 
0 
0 
240 
0 
SO 
0 
0 
50 
100 
100 
175 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
310 
150 
220 
SO 
140 
0 
0 
125 
0 
0 
1,500 
0 
510 
0 


0 
181 
300 
150 
400 
375 
40 
480 
1,877 
100 
0 
2,435 
100 
300 
200 
350 
540 
0 
0 
0 
0 
150 
250 
0 
610 
300 
420 
100 
280 
0 
0 
275 
0 
0 
2;200 
0 
1,260 
1,665 
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BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

GENERAL  MVESTIGATIONS  PflOGRA 

DeMofFundkig 

FY1995andFY199C 

\ 

(In  thousands  of  ddlais) 



Fiscal  Year  1995 

— 

Rscal  Year  1996 

Prior 

Nan 

Non 

Project  or  Study 

New 

Year 

Fnrierai 

New 

Feder^ 

Budget 

Funds 

Contri- 

Budget 

Contri- 

IVultiority 

Availabte 

tMlkxis 

Total 

Authority 

butions 

Totd 

ONGOING  (contirmwl) 

Tri-County  Feasibility  Study 

150 

0 

0 

150 

0 

0 

0 

Ti  KstmlPhoenx.  Water  Conservalion 

300 

2 

0 

302 

50 

50 

100 

Upper  Deschutes  Project 

120 

0 

105 

225 

50 

200 

250 

Upper  Salmon  River  Water  OpIimiriiNnn 

100 

0 

125 

225 

150 

150 

300 

Upper  San  Pedro  River  Optz 

0 

4 

34 

38 

0 

0 

0 

Upper  Snake  River  Basin  Storage 

200 

24 

200 

424 

200 

100 

300 

Upper  Snake  River  Salrrxxi  Migration 

300 

0 

350 

650 

250 

300 

550 

Utah  Lake  V\^ter  Mgmnt  Study 

0 

5 

0 

5 

0 

0 

0 

Verde  River  Basin  ManagRment 

12S 

0 

125 

250 

125 

125 

250 

Weber  Basin  Water  Quality/Watershed 

150 

1 

150 

301 

100 

100 

200 

Western  Montana  Water  Conservabon 

200 

21 

200 

421 

200 

200 

400 

West  Texas  &  Southern  NM  Wfater 

150 

63 

150 

363 

0 

0 

0 

Yampa  River  Water  Si43ply  Study 
Sublotzy  -  Ongoing 

100 

0 

100 

200 

50 

100 

150 

14,190 

1.424 

6,728 

22,342 

1?,?6? 

5.576 

17.838 

FY  1996  NEW  STUDIES 

Ashley/Brush  Creeks  Optimization  Study 

75 

75 

150 

Kansas  Comprehensive  Investigation 

100 

100 

200 

Lower  Cotorado  Indan  V\^er  Mgmrt  Study 

75 

0 

75 

Lower  Owens  River  Environmental  Study 

100 

100 

200 

Malibu  Creek  Fishery  Enhancement  Slirly 

50 

50 

100 

Nebraska  Water  Supply  Assessment 

100 

100 

200 

Oklahoma  W^ter  Supply  Study 

100 

100 

200 

Rio  Grande/Low  Fk)w  Conveyance  Chamel 

100 

100 

200 

Rio  Grande/Rio  Bravo  Intera  Bsn  Asst 

200 

200 

400 

Southern  Cafifomia  Coastal  Water  Supply 

50 

50 

100 

Southern  Oregon  Coastal  River  Basins 

100 

100 

200 

Southwest  Cok>rado  Rural  Water  Supply 

75 

75 

150 

Washington  River  Basin  Planning 

75 

75 

150 

Yelknvstone  River  Basin  Study 

Subtot£y-NewStud»s 

140 

140 

280 

14,190 

1,424 

6,728 

22.342 

1.340 

1.265 

2.605 

TOTAL  -  GENERAL  INVESTIGATIONS 

14,190 

1,424 

6,728 
1/ 

22.342 

13.602 

6.841 
21 

20.443 

1/  Includes  $1,130,000  cash  and  $5,598,000  in-kind ! 

2/  Includes  $^,000  cash  and  $6,091 ,000  in-kind  seraoes. 
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WASHINGTON 
it     WASHINGTON  RIVER  BASIN  PLANNING:  STATEWIDE 

OREGON 

1  CARLTON  LAKE  RESTORATION  STUDY 

2  CENTRAL  OREGON  IRRIGATION  SYSTEM 
CONSERVATION  FEASIBILITY  STUDY 

3  GRANDE  RONDE  WATER  OPTIMIZATION  STUDY 

4  NORTHWEST  OREGON  F  iGlONAL  WATER  SUPPLY 
STUDY 

5  OWYHEE  PROJECT  STOrtAGE  OPTIMIZATION  STUDY 

6  SOUTHERN  OREGON  COSTAL  RIVER  BASINS 

7  UPPER  DESCHUTES  RIVER  BASIN  WATER 
CONSERVATION  PROJECT 

li     OREGON  STREAM  RESTORATION  PLANNING  STUDY: 

STATEWIDE 
it    OREGON  SUBBASIN  CONSERVATION  PLANNING: 

STATEWIDE 


MONTANA 

8  WESTERN  MONTANA  WATER  CONSERVATION 
STUDY 

IDAHO 

9  UPPER  SALMON  RIVER  WATER  OPTIMIZATION 
STUDY 

10  UPPER  SNAKE  RIVER  BASIN  STORAGE  OPTIMIZATION 

11  UPPER  SNAKE  RIVER  BASIN  SALMON  MIGRATION 
WATER  STUDY 


u. 

,  PACIFIC  MORTMWeST 

_    J 

fit 

•z     1 

T— N 

\ '  ^■''~ 

— i — 

.,-■■', 

Key 

i 

lUP 

-.(^ 

UNITED  STATES 

OEPARTMEMT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

PACIRC  NORTHWEST  REGION 

PROPOSED  PROGRAM 

OF 

GENERAL  INVESTIGATIONS 

January  1895 
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WHISKetTOmN  LAKE  ( 
REDDING 


RENO^ 
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BOCAj 

y  ""^  r  1  7 


SAN  FRANCISCO  { 
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M 
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SANTA  BARBARA 


'I 


SCAUE  or  MILES 


1   Son  Francisco  ^na  Wat«r 
Reclamation  Study 


•UKAU  or  KOAHATUM 

MIS-FACIFIC  RCBION 

PttOPOKD  PROGRAM  OF 
eCNERAL  INVESnCATIONS 
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NEVADA 
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sou  0 

wtLES 

®. 


MEXICO 


H^r^ 

m^ 

KEY  MAP 


LEGEND 

CALIFORNIA 

2  LOWER  COLORADO  INDIAN  WATER  1 

MANAGEMENT  STUDY 

3  IMPERIAL  VALLEY  WATER  RECLAMATION     2 

AND  REUSE  STUDY 
*    LOWER  OWENS  RIVER  ENVIRONMENTAL 
STUDY 

5  MALIBU  CREEK  FISHERY  ENHANCEMENT 

STUDY 

6  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  WATER 

SUPPLY  STUDY 

7  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  COMPREHENSIVE 

WATER  SUPPLY  AND  RECLAMATION  STUDY 

ARIZONA 
2    LOWER  COLORADO  INDIAN  WATER 
MANAGEMENT  STUDY 

8  TUCSON/PHOENIX  WATER  CONSERVATION 

AND  EXCHANGE  STUDY 

9  VERDE  RIVER  BASIN  MANAGEMENT  STUDY 
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NEVADA 

COLORADO  RIVER  WATER  OUALITY 

IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 
LOWER  COLORADO  INDIAN  WATER 

MANAGEMENT  STUDY 


OCPMVTUCMTO 


[  iNmion 


UMITTO  STATtS 

TUCMTOr  THC  INn 

■UREMl  or  NCCiJMIAnON 

LOWS)  COLORWO  RCCION 

PROPOSED  PROGRAM  OF 

GENERAL  INVESTIGATIONS 

JANUARY  1995 


90-067    0—95 23 
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IDAHO 

1.  Bear  Rivar  Bosin  Woter  OuolHy\Wot«r«hed  Mgmt.  Study 

WYOMING 

2.  Colorodo  River  Woter  Quality  Improvement  Program 
UTAH 

1.  Beor  River  Bosin  Woter  Quality\ Watershed  Mgmt.  Study 

2.  Colorado  River  Water  Quality  Improvement  Progrom 
y  Weber  Boein  Woter  Ouolity\Woter»hed  Mgmt.  Study 

4.  Ashloy\Brush  Creeks  Optimizotion  Study 
COLORADO 

2.  Colorodo  River  Woter  Ouolity  Improvement  Progrom 

5.  Yompo  River  Woter  Supply  Study 

6.  Grond  Volley  Project  Woter  Conservotion  Study 

7.  Southwest  Colorado  Rurol  Woter  Supply  Study 
NEW  MEXICO 

2.  Colorodo  River  Water  Quality  Improvement  Progrom 

8.  Rio  Gronde\Low  Flow  Conveyance  Channel  Study 

TEXAS 

9.  Rio  Gronde\Rio  Brovo  Intemolionol  Bosin  Assessment 


«»      no 


■Mmcin  or  nc  mtna 


KMX  V  msi 

atia  titja 
_    noa  or  nc  m 
■auuor  MXunTDi 

ipra  cooun  iccum 

PROPOSED  PROGRAM  OF 

GENERAL   INVESTIGATIONS 

F.Y.  19% 

JMUMtY  199S 
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1  Yalowstone  River  Basin  Study 

2  Pciid  Sturgeon  Recovery  Decision 

Support  System,  MT  &  NO 

SOUTH  DAKOTA 

3  Block  Hiis  Regional  Water 
Mowgement    Study. 

4  Missouri  River  Bosin  Tribes 
Water  Resoirce  Uonagement 
Plans.  ^0  &  SO. 


NORTH  DAKOTA 

Missouri  River  Bosin  Trit>es 
Water  Resotxce  Management 
Plans,  fC  &  SO. 


5  Rincon  Bayou  -  Nueces  Morsh  Wetlands 

Restoration/Erhancement  Project 

6  Edwards  Aquifer  Regiond  Water 

Resources  and  Moiogement  Study 

ON^HOMA 

7  OkMKXTXi  Water  Supply  Study 

KANSAS 

8  Kansas  Comprehensive  Investigation 

WERASKA 

9  Natirasko  Wotcr  Supply  Assessment 


UMTCD  STATES 


GREAT  PUUN5  RCGm 

PROPOSED  PROGRAM  OF 

GENERAL  MVESTIGAT10NS 


»     •     tt 


MNUMY  ItfS 
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Ashley\Brush  Creeks  Optimization  Study 

Utah 

Location  This  study  <s  located  In  the  Uinta  Basin,  northeastern  Utah,  near  the  city  of  Vernal  in 

Uintah  County. 

Description       The  study  will  investigate  the  operation  of  existing  projects  on  Ashley  and  Brush  Creeks, 
including  municipal  wastewater  and  associated  selenium  contamination  problems, 
irrigation  companies,  the  Vernal  and  Jensen  Units  of  the  Central  Utah  Project,  and 
develop  an  optimization  plan  to  better  utilize  the  existing  water  supplies  through  regional 
operation. 

The  Jensen  Unit  on  Brush  Creetc  was  constructed  to  meet  projected  growth  from  ofl 
shale  and  other  developments,  which  have  not  occurred  as  envisioned.  As  a  result, 
there  is  unused  storage  capacity  and  water  available  on  Brush  Creek. 

There  is  a  need  to  provkje  an  alternate  supply  of  high  quality  water  to  Stewart  Lake 
Waterfowl  Management  Area  (SLWMA)  to  replace  drainage  water  which  is  carrying 
selenium  and  other  contaminants  into  SLWMA  as  well  as  provkJe  late  season  irrigation 
water  to  irrigators  who  own  higher  priority  water  rights  than  the  Vernal  Unit  Also,  the 
Ashley  Vaiiey  Sewer  Lagoons  evaporate  large  quantities  of  water  and  leach 
contaminants  into  lower  Ashley  Creek.  These  contaminants  are  causing  hazards  to 
migratory  waterfowl  and  endangered  fish  in  the  area. 

The  investigation  will  result  in  a  special  report  recommending  an  optimization  operating 
scenario  to  maximize  benefits  with  minimal  construction. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1996 


Completion:   FY  1998 


Cost-sharing     Fifty  percent.  Uintah  Water  Conservancy  District,  State  of  Utah,  and  Ashley  Valley  Sewer 
Management  Board. 

Summarized  Financial  Data 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 


Total  estimated 
cost 

$475,000 

475.000 

$950,000 


Total  to 
9/30/94 

$-0- 

$-0- 


Program 
FY  1995 

$-0- 

$-0- 


Estlmated 
FY  1996 

$75,000 

75.000 

$150,000 


Balance  to 
complete 

$400,000 

400.000 

$800,000 


General  Investigations  -  385 


707 


Kansas  Comprehensive  Investigation 

Kansas 

Location  This  study  wll  be  conducted  on  the  Cheney,  Cedar  Bluff,  Waconda.  Klnwin,  LoveweO, 

Keith  Seleblus,  and  Webster  Reservoirs  throughout  ibe  State  of  Kansas. 

OMcriptlon       This  evaluation  wll  lool(  at  Reclamation  projects  within  the  State  arKJ  evaluate  tf>eir 
effectlverfess  in  nteeting  future  availability  of  water.  These  projects  will  be  examined 
from  a  systems  approach  to  see  which  operation  alternatives  could  be  implemented. 

Since  these  projects  were  cof^ructed,  changes  have  occurred  In  the  hydrologic  regime 
tfieir  design  arxj  function  was  orlglr^ly  based  on.  These  projects  play  a  major  role  in 
the  water  supply  and  public  use  areas.  Effective  management  of  tfiese  projects' 
resources  is  dependent  on  an  effective  arxJ  updated  evaluation. 

This  Investigation  will  identify  areas  of  project  deficiencies,  determine  the  cause  for  these 
deficiencies,  and  provide  possible  alternatives  for  solving  these  problems. 

The  enhancement  of  Reclamation  facilities  for  recreation,  and  preparation  of  issues 
related  to  quantity  arvj  quality  of  water  in  the  future,  justifies  Reclamation  involvement  in 
this  project  With  the  committed  participation  of  the  State  of  Kansas,  this  study  wHI 
provide  a  sweeping  renovation  over  the  entire  western  part  of  Kansas,  provide  a  vast 
opportunity  to  improve  environmental  concerns,  and  address  the  water  needs  of  both 
human  and  animal  populations  on  a  large  scale. 


Duration 


Initiation:  FY  1996 


Completion:   FY  1998 


Cost-sharing     Fifty  percent.  Kansas  Department  of  Wildlife  and  Paries,  the  Kansas  Water  Office,  and 
local  entitles  surrounding  these  Reclamation  projects. 

Summarized  Rnancial  Data 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 


Total  estimated 
cost 

$275,000 

275.000 

$550,000 


Total  to 
9/30/94 

$-0- 

$-0- 


Program 
FY  1995 

$-0- 

$-0- 


Estimated 
FY  1996 


Balance  to 
complete 


$100,000  $175,000 

100.000  175.000 

$200,000  $350,000 
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Lower  Colorado  Indian  Water  Management  Study 

Arizona,  California,  Nevada 

Location  This  study  is  located  on  Indian  reservations  throughout  the  States  of  Arizona,  California, 

and  Nevada. 

Description       Trik>al  attempts  to  develop  a  diverse  economy  in  the  Lower  Colorado  Region  have  failed 
repeatedly  t>ecause  of  uncertain  water  availability,  recurrent  drought  conditions,  arxl 
poor  maintenance  programs.   Indian  nations  are  beginning  to  diversify  their  economy 
and  develop  small  businesses.   Many  options,  from  tourism  to  manufacturing,  require  a 
rellat)le  source  of  water.  Although  many  Indian  tribes  have  the  water  resources  to 
realize  a  goal  of  Independence,  few  have  the  technical  expertise  to  optimize  these 
resources.  Trilaal  administrations  typically  prepare  plans  for  water  management  and 
facility  improvement,  however,  none  has  a  plan  tiiat  bridges  the  different  tribal 
administrations  resulting  in  a  duplication  of  effort  and  waste  of  scarce  resources. 

The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  provide  assistance  to  the  trities  for  water  resource 
management.  This  study  will  focus  on  development,  management,  and  preservation  of 
the  Indian  water  resources.   It  would  use  long-  and  short-range  water  supply  and  water 
needs  to  develop  a  tribal  management  strategy.   It  would  also  set  priorities  and  provide 
guidance  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  repair  of  existing  water  tecilities  on  Indian 
reservations. 

This  study  will  produce  a  Tribal  Water  Management  Plan  to  meet  future  needs  of  the 
tribes. 

With  Federal  assistance,  new  economic  opportunities  will  be  developed,  reducing  local 
unemployment.  Training  of  local  Native  Americans  In  planning  and  management 
activities  will  be  supported  arxj  water  conservation  practices  will  be  encouraged.  This 
project  involves  Federal  responsibility  to  Indian  trusts,  a  multi-state  area  of  study,  and 
coordination  with  other  Federal  agencies  such  as  the  Bureau  of  Irxlian  Affairs,  Soil 
Conservation  Service,  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  and  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 


Duration 


InHiation:  FY  1996 


Completion:  FY  2000 


Cost-sharing     None. 


Sumnurized  Financial  Data 


Total  estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$375,000 

-0- 

$375,000 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

$-0- 

-9- 

$-0- 

$75,000 

-0- 

$75,000 

$300,000 

-0- 

$300,000 
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Lower  Owens  River  Environmental  Study 

CaiKomia 

Location  This  study  is  located  in  Inyo  County  In  east  central  CalHomia. 

DMcrlption       Diversion  of  water  flow  from  the  Owens  River  to  the  city  of  Lx>s  Angeles  has  degraded 
the  river's  biological  resources.  Inyo  County  and  the  dty  of  Ljis  Angeles  are  interested 
in  restoring  the  biological  integrity  of  the  lower  50  mies  of  ttie  Owens  River.   Restoration 
of  the  lower  river  basin  would  require  Increasing  and  statilizirfg  Instream  flows  and 
optimizing  the  river's  distribution  of  water.   Primary  objectives  are  to  restore  native 
riparian  vegetation,  restore  hat)itat  for  IndigerKHJS  and  migratory  birds,  restore  and 
create  bacitwaters,  and  create  warmwater  fisheries. 

The  study  will  result  In  a  report  which  compares  alternatives,  including  conceptual 
designs  of  the  study  area,  estimates  of  instream  flow  and  surface  and  ground-water 
elevations,  predicted  distribution  of  restored  wetland  and  riparian  plant  communities,  and 
coTKeptual  designs  of  water  control  structures. 

Specific  Federal  responsibllties  include  environmental  restoration,  wetlands,  and 
migratory  birds.  The  river  has  t>een  the  focal  point  of  conflicting  State.  County,  and  City 
Interests. 


Duration 


Initiation:  FY  1996 


Completion:  FY  1998 


Cost-sharing     Fifty  percent  Inyo  County  Water  Department.  Califomia  Department  Fish  and  Game, 
CalHomia  Department  Water  Resources,  lu>s  Angeles  Department  Water  and  Power. 

Summarized  Fiitancial  Data 


Reclamation 
Nort-Federal 
Total  program 


Total  estimated 
cost 

$300,000 

300000 

$600,000 


Total  to 
9/30/94 

$-0- 

:JLz 
$-0- 


Program 
FY  1995 

$-0- 

$-0- 


Estimated 
FY  1996 


Balance  to 
complete 


$100,000  $200,000 

100.000  2W.W0 

$200,000  $400,000 
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Malibu  Creek  Fishery  Enhancement  Study 

California 

Location  This  study  is  located  north  of  Malibu,  In  Los  Angeles  County,  west  of  the  city  of  i-os 

Angeles.  California. 

Description       Malibu  Creeic  is  home  to  the  southernmost  run  of  self-propagating  steelhead  trout,  one 
of  the  most  jeopardized  of  all  Califomia's  steelhead  stock.   Historic  runs  of  nearly  1 ,000 
adult  fish  In  its  lower  reach  have  been  reduced  to  less  than  100,  primarily  b)ecause  of 
barriers  in  the  creek  to  upstream  migration.  A  study  conducted  l3y  Califomta 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  showed  that  the  steelhead  trout  population  could 
increase  threefold  if  fiabitat  upstream  of  Rindge  Dam  could  be  accessed. 

The  study  will  address  ways  of  rehabilitating  the  steelhead  run  by  removal  of  Rindge 
Dam,  located  about  2  1  /2  miles  upstream  from  the  mouth  of  Malibu  Creek.   Constructed 
,         -  by  private  interests  in  1924-25  to  provide  575  acre-feet  of  conservation  storage  for 

agriculture  purposes,  the  100-foot  high,  thin-arch  dam  lost  its  usefulness  by  the  late 
1950's  when  the  reservoir  was  completely  filled  wrth  sedimentation.  The  dam  is  now 
owned  by  the  State  Parks  and  Recreation  Department. 

A  planning  report  arxl  environmental  compliance  documents  will  be  produced  for 
removal  of  Rindge  Dam  and  restoration  of  Malibu  Creek  for  steelhead  migration. 

Reclamation  fias  unique  technical  expertise  required  for  this  study.  The  effort  is  directed 
toward  restoration  of  an  imperiled  special  status  fish  species. 

Duration  Initiation:  FY  1996  Completion:  FY  1998 

Cost-sharing     Fifty  percent.  State  of  Califomia,  Califomia  Trout,  Trout  Unlimited. 

Summarized  Financial  Data 


Total  estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Totai  program 

$250,000 

250.000 

$500,000 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

$50,000 

50.000 

$100,000 

$200,000 

200.000 

$400,000 
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Nebraska  Water  Supply  Assessment 

Nebraste 

Location  This  study  will  be  conducted  on  Reclanrution  projects  and  Indian  reservations  within  the 

State  of  Nebraska. 

Description       This  study  is  a  cooperative  effort  to  provide  the  State  and  Indian  reservations  technical 
and  economic  analyses  on  possible  water  supply  problems  due  to  groundwater  quality 
contamination  with  nitrates  and  pesticides  in  rural  domestic,  small  communities,  and 
urt)an  areas. 

Groundwater  quality,  as  Impacted  adversely  by  agricultural  practices,  is  Nebrasl<a's  top 
long-term  environmental  problem.   In  recent  years  the  Nebraska  Department  of  IHealth 
has  issued  restrictions  to  several  communities  because  of  contamirunts  in  their  public 
water  supplies.  Agricultural  pollution  has  been  a  major  source  of  these  contaminants. 
There  Is  substantial  evidence  tfiat  current  agricultural  practices  and/or  substances 
already  in  the  ground  may  cause  groundwater  quality  protjiems  to  intensify  and  become 
more  widespread  in  the  future.   In  the  long  term,  this  could  result  in  water  from  a  large 
numt)er  of  rural  wells  and  public  water  systems  becoming  unfit  for  drinking. 

This  assessment  will  result  in  a  report  which  will  provide  the  State  arxj  Indian 
reservations  technical  and  economical  analyses  on  tiie  extent  and  severity  of  problem 
areas,  arvj  extent  of  rural  arxJ  small  community  water  supply  problems,  including  the 
number  of  people  impacted.  The  report  will  kJentify  alternative  water  supplies,  potential 
costs  of  treatment  and  alternative  supplies  with  possible  field  testing  using  Reclamation's 
mobile  treatment  plant,  aquifer  remediation  opportunities,  arxJ  possit3ly 
recommendations  of  revised  agricultural  practices  and  land  uses. 

Reclamation  has  vested  interests  in  many  areas  of  the  State  with  several  projects  that 
provide  irrigation  water  to  over  one-half  million  acres. 


Duration 


Inrtiation:   FY  1996 


Completion:   FY  1998 


Cost-sharing     Fifty  percent.  Nebraska  Natural  Resources  Commission 

Summarized  Financial  Data 


Total  estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$300,000 

300.000 

$600,000 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

$100,000 
$100,000 
$200,000 

$200,000 
$200,000 
$400,000 
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Oklahoma  Water  Supply  Study 

Oklahoma 

Location  This  study  Is  located  In  Atoka,  Coal,  Pontotoc,  Pottawatomie,  and  Oeveland  Counties  in 

southeastern  Oklahoma. 

Description       The  investigation  will  examine  the  under-used  capacity  of  McGee  Creek  Project  to  better 
manage  and  develop  resources  to  meet  identified  needs  of  small  towns  and  rural  areas 
in  central  and  east  central  Oklahoma.   New  water  uses  will  be  evaluated,  which  will 
expand  the  operational  potential  of  the  project.  Including  opportunities  to  contribute  to 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  needs  at  the  Norman  Project  in  central  Oklahoma. 

Recently,  Native  Americans  inquired  about  the  land  and  water  rights  which  they  may  be 
entitled  to  consolidate  under  Tribal  jurisdiction  at  the  Norman  Project.  This  could  create 
a  significant  increase  in  the  need  for  available  water  from  the  Norman  Project.  The 
study  will  also  determine  solutions  to  long-term  water  needs  in  central  Oklahoma  and 
explore  other  water  development  options  to  meet  those  needs. 

A  report  will  be  prepared  showing  alternatives  for  developing  a  regional  water  supply 
system,  utilizing  surplus  surface  water  with  preliminary  cost  estimates,  and 
environmental  analyses  for  plans. 

Reclamation's  f^cGee  Creek  and  Norman  Projects  and  Oklahoma  City's  existing 
distribution  system  are  major  components  of  the  preferred  alternative.   McGee  Creek 
Project  water  can  be  made  available  to  meet  other  needs  in  central  Oklahoma  without 
major  construction  of  additional  facilities  for  several  years.  There  is  surplus  water  and 
additional  pipeline  capacity  immediately  available  for  distribution  throughout  central 
Oklahoma. 


Duration 


Initiation:    FY  1996 


Completion:   FY  1998 


Cost-sharing     Fifty  percent.   Oklahoma  Water  Resource  Board,  Association  of  Central  Oklahoma 
Government,  the  city  of  Oklahoma  City,  the  city  of  Norman,  and  small  local 
communities. 

Summarized  Financial  Data 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 


Total  estimated 
cost 

$375,000 

375,000 

$750,000 


Total  to 
9/30/94 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 


Program 
FY  1995 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 


Estimated 
FY  1996 


Balance  to 
complete 


$100,000  $275,000 

$100.000  $275.000 

$200,000  $550,000 
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Rio  Grande\Low  Flow  Conveyance  Channel  Study 

New  Mexico 

Location  This  study  is  located  in  Rio  Grande  Valiey,  between  San  Acacia,  New  Mexico,  and 

Elephant  Butte  Reservoir. 

Description       The  Low  Flow  Conveyance  Channel  (LFCC)  and  Rio  Grande  Roodway  convey  water 
fronfi  San  Acacia,  New  Mexico,  to  the  Elephant  Butte  Reservoir.  The  system  was 
designed  in  the  early  1950's  In  response  to  a  severe  and  prolonged  drought.   Delivery  of 
water  to  the  Reservoir  was  hampered  by  sediment  accumulation  In  the  Rio  Grande 
channel,  delta  formations,  and  phreatophyte  Infestation  of  the  flood  plain.   Because  of 
high  Rio  Grande  flows  since  the  late  I970's  the  Reservoir  has  fiiied  and  inundated  the 
lower  reaches  of  the  LFCC.  The  U^CC  has  not  been  operated  since  1985  t)ecause  of 
sediment  deposition  In  the  Resen/oir's  headwater  area. 

Water  conservation  and  delivery  to  the  Reservoir  Is  especially  critical  to  the  United 
States  and  the  State  of  New  Mexico  in  dry  years.   Need  for  this  study  Is  created  by  an 
evolving  river  morphology,  changing  hydroiogic  corxjitions,  and  increased  put)llc 
awareness  and  concern  regarding  environmental  issues. 

The  study  will  identify  and  comprehensively  evaluate  structural  modifications  and 
operational  changes  to  the  LFCC  and  the  Rio  Grande  Roodway  system.  The  study  wQI 
analyze  various  hydroiogic  scenarios  and  will  provide  alternatives  In  water  conservation, 
wildlife  management,  water  quality,  and  environmental  considerations  while  minimizing 
operation  and  maintenance  costs. 

A  report  will  t>e  produced  with  supporting  technical  documentation  arraying  arxJ 
evaluating  structural  and  non-structural  alternatives. 

Under  authority  of  the  Rood  Control  Acts  of  1948  and  1950  Reclamation  owns, 
operates,  and  maintains  the  Low  Row  Conveyance  Channel  and  maintains  the  Rio 
Grarxle  Roodway  t>etween  San  Acacia  arKl  Elephant  Butte  Reservoir.  An  International 
treaty  obligates  the  United  States  to  deliver  Rio  Grande  water  to  the  Repuk>lic  of  Mexico. 

Duration  Initiation:  FY  1996  Completion:   FY  1998 

Cost-sharing     Forty  percent  State  of  New  Mexico  and  State  of  Texas. 

Summarized  Financial  Data 


Total  estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  199$ 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
pompl^te 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$480,000 

320.000 

$800,000 

$-0- 

-P- 
$-0- 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

$100,000 

IQQ.QOQ 

$^,000 

$380,000 

229.QP0 

$600,000 
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Rio  Grande\Rio  Bravo  International  Basin  Assessment 

Texas 


Location 


Description 


This  study  is  located  in  the  International  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande/Rio  Bravo,  in  the 
eastern  portion  of  El  Paso  County,  Texas. 

With  the  passage  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement,  population  increases  in 
the  international  reach  of  the  Rio  Grande,  and  demands  on  the  region's  water  related 
resources,  watershed  based  decisions  on  environmental  and  water  conservation  issues 
are  required.  The  region's  water  resources  are  the  surface  waters  of  the  Rio  Grande 
and  the  groundwater  aquifer  named  the  Hueco  Bolson. 

Near  El  Paso,  Texas,  the  Rio  Grande  becomes  the  international  border  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  Through  the  Convention  of  1906,  the  United 
States  is  obligated  to  deliver  60,000  acre  feet  of  water  to  Mexico  at  El  Paso/Juarez, 
except  in  cases  of  extraordinary  drought.  This  otdigation  has  not  always  been  met 
because  of  the  drought  conditions  of  the  1950's  and  under  deliveries  into  Elephant  Butte 
Reservoir. 

The  study  will  produce  a  joint  Reclamation/International  Boundary  and  Water 
Commission  report  which  will  compile  a  Geographical  Information  Systems  database  of 
regional  water  use  and  demand  for  surface  and  groundwater.  This  accumulated  data 
will  assist  in  the  examination  of  water  conservation,  drought  management,  water 
treatment  and  recycling,  water  quality  and  salinity,  and  watershed  management  options, 
along  with  water  resource  related  issues  such  as  wetlands,  riparian  areas,  endangered 
species,  arKl  fish  and  wildlife  habitat. 

Under  Reclamation's  Rio  Grande  Project,  Reclamation  hdfds  the  water  rights  to  much  of 
the  surface  water  in  the  study  area.   Reclamation  has  been  actively  approached  by 
international  Boundary  and  Water  Commission  and  other  agencies  to  conduct  such  a 
study  and  has  already  participated  in  preliminary  coordination  efforts. 


Duration 


Initiation:  FY  1996 


Completion:  FY  1998 


Cost-sharing 


Fifty  percent.  The  State  of  Texas,  the  University  of  Texas  at  El  Paso,  and  the  West 
Texas  Council  of  Governments. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 


Total  estimated 
cost 

$  600,000 

600.000 

$1,200,000 


Total  to 
FY  1994 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 


Program 
FY199S 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 


Estimated 
FY  1996 


Balance  to 
complete 


$200,000  $400,000 

200.000  400.000 

$400,000  $800,000 
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Southern  California  Coastal  Water  Supply  Study 

Calif  omia 

t.ocation  This  study  is  located  in  coastal  and  Inland  valley  areas  of  southern  California,  including 

Los  Angeles,  Orange,  San  Bernardino,  and  Riverside  Counties. 

Description       Water  supplies  in  southern  California  come  from  a  numtier  of  sources,  such  as  imported 
from  the  Colorado  River,  northem  California,  and  Owens  l-al<e;  locally  developed  surface 
supplies;  groundwater;  and  reclaimed  water.   Local  water  sellers  are  interested  in  limiting 
the  percentage  of  water  use  from  imported  sources  by  pursuing  further  use  of  local 
sources.   One  of  the  local  sources  ttiat  remains  to  t>e  explored  is  the  water  tfiat  flows 
into  the  ocean  from  the  n^jor  drainages. 

The  investigation  will  examine  possibilities  for  collecting  nonpoint  runoff  before  it  merges 
with  ocean  water  so  that  It  can  be  used  to  help  satisfy  the  municipal  and  industrial 
demands  of  southern  California. 

The  study  will  result  In  a  Water  Mar^gement  Plan  for  local  water  agencies  to  coordinate 
the  use  of  existing  facilities  and  to  construct  additional  facilities  (non-Federally  funded) 
that  can  be  used  for  better  management  of  local  vrater  supplies.  Plans  may  include 
water  conveyance  facilities  tietween  existing  storage  reservoirs  to  allow  t>etter  water 
marugement  and  conservation,  in-ocean  storage  facilities  at  the  mouth  of  rivers,  arx) 
institutional  agreements  among  multiple  water  agencies  to  allow  for  optimum  use  of 
runoff. 

Reclanruition  will  provide  technical  expertise  in  developing  proposals  for  capturing  runoff 
that  can  provide  additional  municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies  and  avoid  negative 
environmental  impacts  of  alternative  water  supply  options. 


Duration 


Initiation:  FY  1996 


Completion:   FY  1999 


Cost-sharing     Fifty  percent.  Water  Replenishment  District  of  Southern  California  and  Metropolitan 
Water  District  of  Southern  California. 

Summarized  Financial  Data 


Total  estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estlmated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$  750,000 

750.000 

$1,500,000 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

$50,000 

50.000 

$100,000 

$  700,000 

700,000 

$1,400,000 
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Southern  Oregon  Coastal  River  Basins 

Oregon 

Location  This  study  is  located  In  the  southwestern  coastal  river  basins  In  Oregon  with  emphasis 

on  the  Rogue  River  basin. 

Description       Traditional  resource  uses  have  resulted  In  degradation  of  streamfiow  quantity  and  quality 
In  most  Oregon  coastal  Isaslns.   Many  streams  are  overappropriated  In  summer  arxj  fall, 
which  negatively  affects  anadromous  fish,  recreation  uses,  and  general  water  quality. 
Siltation  and  high  water  temperatures  adversely  impact  the  fish  species.  These  water- 
related  elements  of  various  water  users  and  agency  programs  need  to  be  merged  in  an 
Integrated  water  management  program  to  effectively  and  efficiently  meet  these  needs. 

Reclamation  will  work  with  the  State  and  local  groups  to  identify  and  evaluate  measures 
to  achieve  stream  restoration  with  an  emphasis  on  restoration  of  coastal  runs  of 
anadromous  fish.  This  will  involve  an  assessment  of  water  resources  and  development 
of  integrated  management  plans  including  headwaters  management,  riparian  restoration, 
lease/purchase  of  water  rights,  conservation,  and  conjunctive  use  of  storage  and 
ground  water.   Coordinated  use  of  existing  Reclamation  projects  for  conservation  and 
more  efficient  use  of  water  will  be  emphasized  on  the  Rogue  River. 

This  study  would  produce  subbasin  working  papers  done  In  cooperation  with  State  and 
local  agencies  for  stream  restoration  plans  and  necessary  implementation.   Most 
measures  would  be  done  locally  with  State  and  local  funds. 

Several  stocks  of  anadromous  fish  on  coastal  streams  are  being  considered  for  listing 
urKJer  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  There  Is  a  strong  Federal  interest  in  restoration  of 
these  stocks  which  the  State  is  committed  to  restoring. 

Duration  Initiation:   FY  1996  Completion;   FY  2000 

Cost-sharing     Fifty  percent.  The  State  of  Oregon 

Summarized  Financial  Data 


Total  estimated 

Total  to 

Program 

Estimated 

Balance  to 

cost 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

complete 

Redamation 

$  800,000 

$-0- 

$-0- 

$100,000 

$  700,000 

Non-Federal 

800.000 

-0- 

-0- 

100.000 

700.000 

Total  program 

$1,600,000 

$-0- 

$-0- 

$200,000 

$1,400,000 
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Southwest  Colorado  Rural  Water  Supply  Study 

Colorado 

Location  This  study  Is  located  In  La  Plata  and  Archuleta  Counties,  southwest  Colorado,  In  the  San 

Juan  River  Basin,  and  portions  of  the  Southern  Ute  Indian  Reservation. 

Description       Domestic  water  In  the  rural  area  of  southwestern  Colorado  arxl  portions  of  the  Southern 
Ute  Indian  Reservation  is  currently  supplied  by  individual  wells.  The  water  supply  from 
the  wells  is  frequently  short  and  the  quality  of  water  poor.  WhPe  many  households  in 
the  area  import  water  for  consumption,  approximately  5  percent  of  the  Indian 
households  on  the  Reservation  have  no  domestic  water  supply  at  all.  Sewage  disposal 
In  the  area  Is  by  individual  leach  fields  or  lagoons. 

Many  domestic  water  supplies  do  not  meet  State  standards  for  fecal  cdiform  arvl 
require  treatment  t>efore  use.  The  proposed  study  area  is  underlain  by  the  Frultland 
Coal  Formation,  the  target  for  extensive  rtaturai  gas  production.   Fresh  water  aquifers  In 
the  area  are  polluted  both  naturally  from  this  formation  and  from  the  driiiing  and  gas 
production  activities.   In  other  parts  of  tfie  area,  particularly  portions  of  tlie  Reservation, 
the  acquifers  are  unusable  due  to  high  levels  of  selenium. 

This  study  wHI  develop  alternatives  for  providing  a  safe  and  reliable  domestic  water 
supply  to  the  rural  areas  of  southwestern  Colorado  and  portions  of  the  Southern  Ute 
Indian  Reservation.  A  special  report  wBl  be  issued  detailing  alternatives  considered  and 
a  preliminary  design  and  cost  arialysis.  Facilities  would  be  privately  constructed  and 
operated. 

A  safe  and  reliable  water  supply  is  essential  for  good  public  health  and  the  ecorKxnIc 
wefl-t>eing  of  the  people  In  the  study  area.  The  quality  of  life  in  this  area  would  be 
greatly  enhanced  by  an  Improved  domestic  water  supply.  Because  the  area  is  rural  arvJ 
encompasses  four  water  districts  and  an  Indian  Reservation,  Federal  Involvement  is 
beneficial  for  finding  an  integrated  solution.  Existing  Reclamation  projects  would  be 
involved  in  providing  tfie  necessary  water. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1996 


Completion:   FY  1998 


Cost-Sharing     Fifty  percertt.  La  Plata  County,  State  of  Colorado,  Southern  Ute  Indian  Tribe,  Southwest 
Water  Conservancy  District,  Florida  Water  Conservancy  District,  PIrw  River  Irrigation 
District,  La  Plata  Water  Conservancy  District,  and  the  Animas-La  Plata  Water 
Cortservancy  District 

Summarized  Financial  Data 


Reclamation 
NorvFederal 
Total  program 


Total  estimated 


$275,000 
$550,000 


Total  to 
FY  1994 

$-0- 

$-0- 


Program 
FY  1995 

$-0- 

$-0- 


Estlmated 
FY  1996 


Balance  to 
complete 


$75,000  $200,000 

75.000  200.000 

$150,000  $400,000 
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Washington  River  Basin  Planning 

Washington 

Location  This  study  will  concentrate  on  the  northern  central  river  basins  in  the  State  of 

Washington,  but  will  be  Inclusive  of  several  other  river  basins. 

Description       Anadromous  fish  stocks  of  the  Columbia  River  drainage  have  been  declining  for  several 
years  and  some  of  the  stocks  have  been  listed  as  endangered  or  threatened  species. 
One  of  the  causes  for  the  decline  is  out-of-stream  uses  of  water  which  have  depleted 
instream  flows  and  reduced  habitat.   In  most  river  basins,  streams  are  over 
appropriated;  municipal,  domestic,  and  industrial  demands  are  increasing;  arKJ 
sedimentation  and  other  water  quality  prot)lems  have  diminished  aquatic  resources. 

Reclamation  will  assist  the  State  and  local  planning  groups  to  identify  potential  solutions 
to  water  resource  problems  that  threaten  anadromous  fish  stocks  in  tributaries  to  the 
Columbia  River  and  in  coastal  streams. 

Technical  working  papers  will  be  prepared  relative  to  stream  modeling,  needs 
assessment,  fish  passage  and  protective  facilities,  water  conservation  and  management, 
and  other  potential  measures.  This  investigation  will  provide  technical  assistance  to  the 
State  of  Washington  in  multi-party  efforts  to  include  State,  local,  and  Native  American 
interests.   It  is  anticipated  that  most  measures  would  be  implemented  locally  with  State 
and  local  funding.  « 

The  decline  in  anadromous  fish  in  the  Pacific  northwest  is  a  resource  issue  of  Federal 
interest.  The  anadromous  fish  stocks  of  the  Columbia  River  Basin  have  economic, 
cultural,  and  religious  importance  to  several  Indian  Tribes  and  are  a  resource  that  is  part 
of  Indian  treaties. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1996 


Completion:  FY  2000 


Cost-sharing     Fifty  percent.  Washington  Department  of  Ecology,  local  Government,  and  Irrigation 
districts 

Summarized  Financial  Data 


Total  estimated 

Total  to 

Program 

Estimated 

Balance  to 

cost 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

compete 

Reclamation 

$  500,000 

$-0- 

$-0- 

$75,000 

$425,000 

Non-Federal 

500.000 

-0- 

-0- 

75.000 

425,000 

Total  program 

$1,000,000 

$-0- 

$-0- 

$150,000 

$850,000 
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Yellowstone  River  Basin  Study 

Montana 

Location  This  study  is  located  in  south  central  Montana  on  Federal  and  State/Private  Diversions 

in  the  Yellowstone  River  Basin. 

Description        Present  irrigation  facilities  are  entrapping  and  blocking  endangered  species  from 
migrating  up  Yellowstone  River  and  its  tributaries.  This  study  will  investigate  and 
determine  the  best  strategy  for  meeting  fish  passage  requirements  at  diversion  dams 
and  larger  water  intakes  in  the  Yellowstone  River  Basin  for  candidate  listed  and  certain 
game  species. 

A  report  will  be  produced  containing  an  1)  inventory  of  all  diversion  dams  and  large 
water  Intakes  on  the  mainstem  and  major  tributaries  (Powder,  Tongue,  Bighom, 
Clarksfork)  on  the  Yellowstone  River,  2)  results  of  aquatic  studies  for  listed,  candidate, 
and  certain  game  species  which  influence  design  of  passageways  and/or  intake 
modifications,  and  3)  alternative  designs  and  cost  estimates  for  structural  improvements 
for  use  by  Federal  and  local  entities  to  cooperate  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's 
downlisting  (pallid  sturgeon)  and  nonlisting  (sicklefin  chub,  sturgeon  chub,  and  blur 
sucker)  objectives  in  the  basin,  as  well  as  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife,  and 
Parks  game  fish  migration  program. 

Reclamation  has  technical  expertise  in  engineering,  economics,  hydrology,  fish  screen 
technology,  aquatic/hydraulic  laboratory  studies,  and  water  quality  needed  for  this  effort. 
Listing  of  species  in  addition  to  the  pallid  sturgeon  could  significantly  affect  operation  of 
Reclamation  projects,  especially  the  Huntley  and  Lower  Yellowstone  (Intake)  Diversion 
Dams. 

Duration  Initiation:   FY  1996  Completion:   FY  1998 

Cost-sharing     Fifty  percent.  The  State  of  Montana 

Summarized  Financial  Data 


Total  estimated 

Total  to 

Program 

Estimated 

Balance  to 

cost 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

complete 

Reclamation 

$320,000 

$-0- 

$-0- 

$140,000 

$180,000 

Non-Federal 

320.000 

-0- 

-0- 

140.000 

180.000 

Total  program 

$640,000 

$-0- 

$-0- 

$280,000 

$360,000 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Bear  River  Basin  Water  Quality/Watershed 
Management  Study 

Idaho,  Utah,  Wyoming 

Description       The  study  will  assist  the  States  of  Utah,  Idaho,  and  Wyoming  and  local  govemments, 

and  water  districts  in  identifying  and  evaluating  sources  of  pollution  and  non  structural  or 
minor  structural  measures  that  could  be  implemented  to  restore  water  quality  in  the 
lower  reaches  of  the  Bear  River  and  preserve  water  quality  in  the  upper  reaches. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1993 


Completion:   FY  1996 


Estimated 
cost 


Total  to 
9/30/94 


Program 
FY  1995 


Estimate 
FY  1996 


Balance  to 
complete 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 


$337,342 

450.000 

$787,342 


$214,342 

288,000 

$502,342 


$  23.000 

81,000 

$104,000 


$100,000 

81.000 

$181,000 


$-0- 

-0 

$-0 


Black  Hills  Regional  Water  Management  Study 

South  Dakota 

Description      The  purpose  of  this  study  Is  to  assist  the  State  with  the  development  of  a  water 

management  plan  for  the  Black  Hills  region,  including  operation  of  Reclamation  facilities 
in  the  region,  to  better  meet  contemporary  water  needs.  No  new  project  authorization  is 
anticipated. 


Duration 

Initiation: 

FY  1993 

Estimated 
cost 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$462,170 

450,00p 

$912,170 

Completion:  FY  1996 


Total  to 
9/30/94 


Program 
FY  1995 


$212,170  $100,000 

200.000  100.000 

$412,170  $200,000 


Estimate 
FY  1996 

$150,000 

150.000 

$300,000 


Balance  to 
complete 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Description 


Carlton  Lake  Restoration 

Oregon 

The  objective  of  this  Investigation  is  to  formulate  a  plan  to  reestablish  Carlton  Lai<e  and 
its  associated  wetlands  for  migratory  waterfowl  use  and  as  an  environmental  education 
resource. 


Duration 


Initiation:  FY  1994 


Completion:   FY  1996 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 


Estimated 
cost 

$352,000 

350.000 

$702,000 


Total  to 
9/30/94 

$102,000 

100.000 

$202,000 


Program 
FY  1995 

$200,000 

150.000 

$350,000 


Estimated 
FY  1996 

$50,000 

100.000 

$150,000 


Balance  to 
complete 

$-0- 

$-0- 


Central  Oregon  Irrigation  System 

Conservation  Project  Feasibility  Study 

Oregon 

Description       The  Upper  Deschutes  River  Basin  Water  Conservation  Project  study  identified  several 
feasible  conservation  actions  that  would  help  to  expand  the  uses  of  availat>le  water 
supplies  from  Irrigation  system  conservation  measures.  This  study  will  examine  the  most 
promising  potential  actions  at  a  feasibility  level.  The  Study  will  conclude  with  a  planning 
report/environmental  statement.  Canal  lining  and  canal  system  reregulating  facilKies  are 
the  most  likely  recommended  structural  options. 


Duration 

Initiation: 

FY  1995 

Completion: 

FY  1999 

Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$  900,000 

900,000 

$1,800,000 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

$75,000 

100,000 

$175,000 

$200,000 

200.000 

$400,000 

$  625.000 

600,000 

$1,225,000 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Colorado  River  Water  Quality  Improvement  Program 

Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Utah,  Wyoming 

Description       The  purpose  of  this  investigation  is  to  develop  a  comprehensive,  tiasinwide  approach  to 
reduce  salinity  where  it  can  be  inexpensively  controlled  before  entering  the  river.   Salinity 
control  costs  less  than  $100  per  ton  while  salinity  treatment  costs  for  the  end  users  in 
Santa  Ana,  California,  are  over  $2,000  per  ton.  The  program  will  identify  easily 
controlled  sources,  develop  alternative  control  plans,  and  recommend  remedial  actions, 
if  appropriate  and  cost  effective. 

The  1996  program  includes:   Salinity  Model  Replacement  ($50,000),  Salinity  Model 
Support  ($50,000),  Program  Verification/Monitoring/Evaluation  ($125,000),  Program 
Coordination  ($75,000),  l^s  Vegas  Wash  ($67,000),  and  Other  Miscellaneous  Projects 
($8,000). 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1972 


Completion:  Ongoing 


Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimate 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$61,880,082 

198.808 

$62,078,890 

$55,330,468 

198.808 

$55,529,276 

$1,152,846 

-0- 

$1,152,846 

$375,000 

-0- 

$375,000 

$5,021,768 

-0- 

$5,021,768 

Drought  Investigations 

Various  States 


Description 


Continue  efforts  to  estatilish  drought  indices  for  States  and  local  entities  in  order  to 
anticipate  future  droughts  and  pian  drought  contingency  plans  to  be  implemented. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1991 


Completion:  FY  1996 


Estimated 
cost 


Total  to 
9/30/94 


Program 
FY  1995 


Estimate 
FY  1996 


Balance  to 
complete 


Reclamation 


$533,000 


$413,000 


$80,000 


$40,000 


$-0 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Description 


Duration 


/ 


Edwards  Aquifer  Regional  Water 
Resources  and  Management  Study 

Texas 

The  purpose  of  this  study  will  be  to  analyze  multipurpose  water  supply  proljlems  and 
needs  and  to  develop,  update,  and  formulate  altematives  for  meeting  future  demands 
while  reducing  the  dependence  on  the  Edwards  Aquifer. 


Initiation:  FY  1994 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 


Completion:   FY  1997 


Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimate 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
comolete 

$  851,000 

830.000 

$1,681,000 

$176,000 

160.000 

$336,000 

$245,000 

240.000 

$485,000 

$240,000 

240,000 

$480,000 

$190,000 

190.000 

$380,000 

Environmental  and  Interagency  Coordination  Activities 

17  Western  States 

Description       Funds  will  be  utilized  to  accomplish  various  Administration  initiatives  conceming  water 
resources  planning  standards,  coordination  with  other  Federal  and  State  agencies, 
review  of  other  agency  reports,  negotiations  and  public  hearings,  information  for  public 
groups,  participation  on  State  and  Federal  study  teams,  etc.   Funding  in  the  amount  of 
$88,000  has  been  included  to  fund  BOR's  participation  in  activities  related  to 
implementation  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  (NAFTA). 

Duration  Ongoing 

Funding  The  estimated  funding  for  FY  1996  is  $1 .877.000  which  is  an  increase  of  $182,000  from 

FY  1995. 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Fish  &  Wildlife  Habitat  Preservation 

&  Enhancement 

Various  States 


Description 


Duration 


Reclamation  will  cooperate  with  Federal  and  State  fish  and  wildlife  managers  and  local 
interests  to  identify,  evaluate,  and  propose  fish  and  wildlife  preservation,  restoration,  and 
enhancement  opportunities.   Reclamations  primary  role  will  be  in  engineering  design, 
environmental  analysis,  water  supply,  land  resources  management,  and  water  quality 
aspects. 


Initiation:    FY   1992 


Completion:    FY  1999 


Estimated 

ToUl  to 

Program 

Estimate 

Balance  to 

cost 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

comolete 

Reclamation 

$200,750 

$25,750 

$-0- 

$  50,000 

$125,000 

Non-Federal 

200,000 

25,000 

-0  - 

50,000 

125.000 

Total  program 

$400,750 

$50,750 

$-0- 

$100,000 

$250,000 

General  Planning  Studies 

Various  States 


Description 


Duration 
Funding 


Funds  will  be  used  for:  review  and  development  of  planning  program  policies; 
preparation,  revision,  and  issuance  of  technical  guidelines  for  conducting  the  technical 
phases  of  resources  planning;  participation  in  special  studies  requested  by  other  natural 
resource  agencies  and  management  overview  of  these  activities;  and  review  and 
preparation  of  plans  of  study  and  cost-sharing  agreements  on  proposed  investigations. 

Funding  in  the  amount  of  $400,000  has  been  added  to  do  a  Study  of  Project  Impacts. 
The  study  will  fund  a  credible,  ex-post  economic,  financial,  and  environmental  study  of 
selected  traditional  Bureau  of  Reclamation  projects  constructed  during  Reclamation's 
dam  building  years.   For  these  projects,  the  study  would  also  calculate  actual  Federal 
and  non-Federal  cost-shares  over  the  years  and  assess  opportunities  to  restore 
environmental  values  and  encourage  more  efficient  use  of  water. 

Ongoing 

The  estimated  funding  for  FY  1996  is  $2,435,000  which  is  an  increase  of  $465,000  over 
FY  1995. 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Grand  Valley  Project  Water  Conservation  Study 

Colorado 


Description 


Duration 


The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  quantify  tfie  amount  and  distribution  of  water  lost  through 
InefTicient  water  operations  (operational  waste)  that  can  be  salvaged  arvj  to  develop 
Implementation  plans  for  the  utilization  of  this  water  resource. 


Initiation:   FY  1994 


Completion:   FY  1996 


Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$163,377 

163,000 

$326,377 

$46,377 

50,000 

$96,377 

$  67.000 

63.000 

$130,000 

$  50.000 

50.000 

$100,000 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

Grande  Ronde  Water  Optimization  Study 
Oregon 

Description       This  study  is  evaluating  measures  to  enhance  streamflows  and  improve  water  quality 
through  watershed  and  rip)arian  improvements,  water  conservation,  and  offstream 
storage  development  as  part  of  a  multiparty  effort  to  improve  habitat  for  erKlangered 
and  threatened  salmon  runs  in  the  Grande  Ronde  and  Snai<e  River  Basins. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1991 


Completion:   FY  1996 


Estimated 

Total  to 

Program 

Estimate 

Balance  to 

cost 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

complete 

Reclamation 

$  684,000 

$425,000 

$  59.000 

$200,000 

$-0- 

Non-Federal 

650.000 

450,000 

100.000 

100,000 

-0- 

Total  program 

$1,334,000 

$875,000 

$159,000 

$300,000 

$-0- 

The  TEC  was  increased  by  $100,000  and  the  completion  date  was  extended  one  year  because 
Reclamation  is  entering  into  a  new  phase  of  the  study  that  will  require  more  detailed  analysis  than 
originally  anticipated. 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Idaho  River  Systems  Management 

Idaho 

Description       Reclamation  is  participating  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources  to  adopt  and 
implement  comprehensive  plans  for  conservation,  development,  management,  ar>d  use 
of  water  within  the  State's  river  basins.   Reclamation  projects  are  located  in  the  major 
river  t)asins. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1991 


Completion:   FY  1998 


Estimated 
cost 


Total  to 

9/30/94 


Program 
FY  1995 


Estimate 
FY  1996 


Balance  to 
complete 


Reclamation 

$   959,000 

$   559,000 

$100,000 

$100,000 

$200,000 

Non-Federal 

1,000,000 

600.000 

100,000 

100,000 

200.000 

Total  program 

$1,959,000 

$1,159,000 

$200,000 

$200,000 

$400,000 

Imperial  Valley  Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse  Study 

California 

Description       The  study  will  develop  plans  that  could  be  used  to  improve  the  deteriorating  conditions 
for  endangered  species  and  wildlife  using  the  Salton  Sea  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
caused  by  water  quality  degradation  in  Imperial  Valley  drains  and  the  Salton  Sea.  Other 
issues  to  be  addressed  include  preserving  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife,  ar>d  aesthetic 
values  of  the  Salton  Sea. 


Duration 

Initiation: 

FY  1995 

Completion: 

FY  1998 

Estimated 

Total  to 

Program 

Estimate 

Balance  to 

cost 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

complete 

Reclamation 

$  500,000 

$-0- 

$  75,000 

$175,000 

$250,000 

Non-Federal 

500,000 

-0- 

75.000 

175.000 

250,000 

Total  program 

$1,000,000 

$-0- 

$150,000 

$350,000 

$500,000 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Investigation  of  Existing  Projects 
17  Western  States 

Description       Reclamation,  working  closely  with  the  water  users  and  other  entities,  will  survey  existing 
water  resource  projects  to  determine  the  viability  for  two  types  of  improvements;   (1) 
remedial  action  to  modify,  replace  or  repair  features  on  older  projects,  thereby 
conserving  vi/ater;  and  (2)  possik>le  operational  adjustments  of  existing  projects  to 
increase  t>enetits  and  purposes. 

Duration  Ongoing 

Funding  The  estimated  funding  for  FY  1996  is  $540,000  which  is  an  increase  of  $28,000  from 

FY  1995. 


Minor  Work  in  Connection  with  Completed  Project  Investigations 

17  Westem  States 

Description       After  project  studies  fiave  t)een  completed,  reports  must  be  sut)mitted  to  the  State  and 
other  Federal  agencies  for  review.  During  this  review  process  it  will  be  necessary  to 
perform  additional  work  on  some  of  those  investigations.   Reformulation  or  reevaluatkm 
of  plans  is  required  for  some  proposals  to  reflect  changes  in  planning  criteria  It  is  not 
possible,  however,  to  predict  the  amount  of  additional  work  required. 

Duration  Ongoing 

Funding  The  estimated  funding  for  FY  1996  is  $150,000  which  is  a  decrease  of  $20,000  from 

FY  1995. 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Description 


Duration 


Missouri  River  Basin  Tribes  in  North  and  South  Dakota 
Water  Resource  Management  Plans 

North  and  South  Dakota 

The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  assist  the  Tribes  with  the  evaluation  of  their  water 
resources  and  development  of  management  plans  relative  to  the  use  of  tribal  water 
resources  on  the  respective  Reservations. 


Initiation;   FY  1994 


Completion:    FY  1998 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 


Estimated 
cost 

$1,250,000 
-0- 


Total  to 
9/30/94 

$141,000 
-0  - 


Program 
FY  1995 

$250,000 
-0- 


$1,250,000  $141,000  $250,000 

The  TEC  increased  $200,000  because  the  scope  of  work  has  been  expanded. 


Estimated 
FY  1996 

$250,000 

-0- 

$250,000 


Balance  to 
complete 

$609,000 

-0- 

$609,000 


Northwest  Oregon  Regional  Water  Supply  Study 

Oregon 

Description       This  study  will  kientify  the  means  for  a  number  of  small  communities  to  meet  a  major 
portion  of  their  municipal  and  Industrial  water  supply  needs  through  an  integrated 
regional  system.   It  will  also  identify  means  of  enhancing  anadromous  fish  runs  in  the 
Columbia  River  tributaries  and  improving  water  quality  in  affected  streams. 


Duration 

Initiation: 

FY  1994 

Completion: 

FY  1997 

Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$  824,000 

825,000 

$1,649,000 

$124,000 

100.000 

$224,000 

$250,000 

300,000 

$550,000 

$300,000 

310.000 

$610,000 

$150,000 

115.000 

$265,000 

The  TEC  has  increased  $49,000  due  to  additional  evaluation  of  spotted  owl  environment,  evaluation  of  a 
potential  new  site,  and  additional  detailed  design. 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Description 


Oregon  Stream  Restoration  Planning  Study 

Oregon 

Reclamation  is  cooperating  in  facilitating  and  technical  roles  with  the  State  of  Oregon, 
other  Federal/State  agencies,  and  local  groups  in  a  broad-based  effort  to  identify  and 
evaluate  measures  to  achieve  stream  restoration. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1993 


Completion:    FY  1998 


Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimate 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$  816,000 

820.000 

$1,636,000 

$266,000 

270.000 

$536,000 

$200,000 

200,000 

$400,000 

$150,000 

150,000 

$300,000 

$200,000 

200,000 

$400,000 

Oregon  Subbasin  Conservation  Planning 
Oregon 

Description       Reclamation  is  cooperating  w'Ah  the  State  of  Oregon  and  local  irrigators  to  develop 
model  subbasin  irrigation  conservation  plans  to  bring  irrigation  and  environmental 
interests  together. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1993 


Completion:   FY  1998 


Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 

9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimate 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$  892,000 

920.000 

$1,812,000 

$292,000 

300.000 

$592,000 

$200,000 

200,000 

$400,000 

$200,000 

220.000 

$420,000 

$200,000 

200.000 

$400,000 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Owyhee  Project  Storage  Optimization  Study 

Oregon 

Description       This  study  will  determine  the  feasibility  of  raising  the  crest  of  existing  Owyhee  Dam  to 
provide  an  additional  70,000  to  80,000  acre-feet  of  storage  space  to  improve  flood 
control  capability,  stream  restoration  to  benefit  endangered  salmon,  increase  power 
generation,  and  water  supply  to  protect  against  impacts  from  drought.   Water  efficiency 
improvements  and  potentials  for  water  reregulation  and  reuse  will  also  be  evaluated. 


Duration 

Initiation: 

FY  1993 

Completion: 

FY  1996 

Estimated 

Total  to 

Program 

Estimate 

Balance  to 

cost 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

complete 

Reclamation 

$453,000 

$243,000 

$160,000 

$  50,000 

$-0- 

Non-Federal 

475,000 

275,000 

150,000 

50,000 

-0- 

Total  program 

$928,000 

$518,000 

$310,000 

$100,000 

$-0- 

Description 


Pallid  Sturgeon  Recovery  Decision  Support  System 

Montana,  North  Dakota 

The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  cooperate  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Recovery  Team  to  recover  and/or  protect  the  species  in  the  Upp)er  Missouri  Basin  and 
to  develop  a  river  management  plan  in  the  study  area. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1995 


Completion;   FY  1998 


Reclamation 
Non -Federal 
Total  program 


Estimated 
cost 

$490,000 

490,000 

$980,000 


Total  to 
9/30/94 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 


Program 
FY  1995 

$140,000 

140.000 

$280,000 


Estimate 
FY  1996 

$140,000 

140.000 

$280,000 


Balance  to 
complete 

$210,000 

210.000 

$420,000 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Rincon  Bayou  -  Nueces  Marsh  Wetlands 
Restoration/Enhancement  Project 

Texas 


Description 


The  purpose  of  the  study  is  to  evaluate  and  identify  opportunities  to  create,  restore,  and 
enhance  wetlands  in  the  Rincon  Bayou  -  Nueces  Marsh. 


Duration 

Initiation: 

FY  1993 

Completion: 

FY  1996 

Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimate 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$  604,174 

1.188.324 

$1,792,498 

$  364,174 

938.324 

$1,302,498 

$90,000 

125,000 

$215,000 

$150,000 

125.000 

$275,000 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

The  Total  Estimated  Cost  increased  $395,000  due  to  an  increase  of  the  non-Federal  contributions 
resulting  In  a  rescoping  of  the  study. 


San  Francisco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Study 

California 

Description      The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  examine  the  feasibility  for  demonstration  of  pemianent 
facilities  to  reclaim  water  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area  for  the  purposes  of  export  and 
reuse  elsewhere  in  Califomia. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1995 


Completion:  FY  1997 


Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
compete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$4,790,000 

4.790.000 

$9,580,000 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

$  790,000 

790.000 

$1,580,000 

$  700,000 

1,500,000 

$2,200,000 

$3,300,000 

2.500.000 

$5,800,000 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Southern  California  Comprehensive  Water  Supply 
and  Reclamation  Study 

California 

Description       The  objective  of  this  study  is  to  develop  a  long-range  water  supply  and  reclaimed  water 
management  program  for  the  southern  California  coastal  and  inland  valley  area  that 
would  make  more  efficient  use  of  existing  water  resources  through  the  greater 
integration  and  use  of  reclaimed  water. 


Duration 

Initiation: 

FY  1993 

Completion: 

FY  1998 

Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimate 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
comolete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$3,000,000 

3.000.000 

$6,000,000 

$342,691 

208.163 

$550,854 

$   388,309 

675.000 

$1,063,309 

$   750,000 

510.000 

$1,260,000 

$1,519,000 

1.606.837 

$3,125,837 

Technical  Assistance  to  States 
1 7  Western  States 

Description       This  program  is  designed  to  provide  Reclamation  with  a  vehicle  to  assist  States  or 

State-chartered  agencies  with  data  collection  and  analyses  for  management  of  water  and 
related  land  resources.  While  this  assistance  can  be  complex,  it  is  intended  only  as 
support  to  States  in  their  own  work.   Entire  project  investigations  will  not  be  performed 
for  the  States  or  State-chartered  agencies. 

Duration  Ongoing 

Funding  The  estimated  funding  for  FY  1996  is  $1,665,000  which  is  a  decrease  of  $176,000  from 

FY  1995. 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Tucson/Phoenix  Water  Conservation 
and  Exchange  Study 

Arizona 

Description       Reclamation  will  facilitate  a  water  conser/ation  and  exchange  study  for  reclamation  and 
exchange  of  sewage  effluents  from  the  greater  metropolitan  areas  of  Tucson  and 
Phoenix. 


Duration            Initiation: 

FY  1993 

Completion; 

FY  1996 

Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimate 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$  830,000 

877,766 

$1,707,766 

$   478,293 

827.766 

$1,306,059 

$301,707 

-0- 

$301,707 

$  50,000 

50.000 

$100,000 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

The  TEC  lias  increased  by  $207,766  due  to  the  expansion  of  the  area  for  the  Tucson  portion  of  the  study 
and  additional  work  required  for  the  report  on  the  Phoenix  portion  of  the  study. 


Upper  Deschutes  River  Basin 

Water  Conservation  Project 

Oregon 

Description       The  study  is  evaluating  measures  to  improve  water  conveyance  and  on-farm  irrigation 
efficiencies  as  well  as  opportunities  to  improve  river  and  reservoir  system  operations. 
Demonstration  projects  in  partnership  with  local  irrigation  districts  are  being 
implemented  and  a  strategy  developed  for  institutional  and  financial  implementation  and 
evaluation  of  conservation  technology. 


Duration 

Initiation: 

FY  1990 

Completion: 

FY  1996 

Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 

9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimate 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$1,120,000 

1.215,000 

$2,335,000 

$   950.000 

910,000 

$1,860,000 

$120,000 

105.000 

$225,000 

$50,000 

200.000 

$250,000 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

The  TEC  decreased  $95,000  due  to  transfer  of  work  activities  to  the  Central  Oregon  Irrigation  System 
Conservation  Project  Study. 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Upper  Salmon  River  Water 
Optimization  Study 

Idaho 


Description       The  study  will  develop  conservation  plans  for  improving  irrigation  efficiencies  to  provide 
multipurpose  water  supplies  in  the  Upper  Salmon  River  Basin.   A  preliminary  report 
identifying  potential  efficiencies  that  could  be  developed  with  non-Federal  funding,  and 
other  opportunities  that  may  need  Federal  participation,  will  be  prepared  at  mid-study. 
The  study  will  conclude  with  a  planning  report/environmental  statement. 


Duration 


Initiation:    FY  1995 


Completion:    FY  1998 


Estimated 

Total  to 

Program 

Estimated 

Balance  to 

cost 

9/30/94 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

complete 

Reclamation 

$   500,000 

$-0- 

$100,000 

$150,000 

$250,000 

Non-Federal 

525,000 

-0- 

125,000 

150,000 

250,000 

Total  program 

$1,025,000 

$-0- 

$225,000 

$300,000 

$500,000 

Description 


Duration 


Upper  Snake  River  Basin 

Salmon  Migration  Water  Study 

Idaho,  Oregon 

This  study  will  produce  a  detailed  engineering,  economic,  and  environmental  evaluation 
of  the  most  promising  storage  sites  in  the  Snake  River  Basin.   This  storage  would  have 
the  primary  purpose  of  providing  significant  quantities  of  water  for  lower  Snake  River 
flow  augmentation  to  help  restore  threatened  and  endangered  salmon. 


Initiation:    FY  1994 


Completion:    FY  1997 


Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$   932,000 

950,000 

$1,882,000 

$132,000 

200,000 

$332,000 

$300,000 

350,000 

$650,000 

$250,000 

300,000 

$550,000 

$250,000 

100,000 

$350,000 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Upper  Snake  River  Basin  Storage  Optimization 

Idaho,  Wyoming 

Description       Reclamation's  Upper  Snal<e  River  Basin  Storage  Optimization  study  is  a  cooperative 
effort  with  the  State  of  Idaho  and  others  to  enhance  water  management  and  river  arxJ 
reservoir  operation  tools  in  the  basin  including  surface  and  ground  water  computer 
models.   Operational  options  will  be  identified  and  impacts  evaluated.  The  study  scope 
lias  been  expanded  to  address  opportunities  to  augment  Snake  River  flows  for  water 
quality,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  hydropower  purposes  including  water  efficiency 
improvements,  water  leasing,  and  acquisition  of  existing  storage. 


Duration 


Initiation:   PT  1987 


Completion:   FY  1997 


Estimated 
cost 


Total  to 

9/30/94 


Program 
FY  1995 


Estimate 
FY  1996 


Balance  to 
complete 


Reclamation 

$1,209,000 

$   735.000 

$224,000 

$200,000 

Non-Federal 

1,310,000 

948.000 

200.000 

100.000 

Total  program 

$2,519,000 

$1,683,000 

$424,000 

$300,000 

$  50,000 

62.000 

$112,000 


Verde  River  Basin  Management  Study 

Arizona 

Description       The  purpose  of  the  study  Is  to  develop  a  basin  water  management  plan  addressing  such 
problems  as  future  water  supplies,  conflicting  water  right  claims,  water  quality, 
endangered  species,  and  other  environmental  issues. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1995 


Completion:   FY  1998 


Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimate 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$  500.000 

500.000 

$1,000,000 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0  - 

$125,000 

125.000 

$250,000 

$125,000 

125,000 

$250,000 

$250,000 

250,000 

$500,000 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Weber  Basin  Water  Quality/Watershed 
Management  Study 

Utah 


Description 


Duration 


The  study  is  assisting  Reclamation,  the  State  of  Utah,  local  govemments.  and  water 
districts  in  the  improvement  of  water  management.  The  study  will  identify  specific  water 
quality  problems  and  their  causes,  and  determine  measures  which  should  be 
Implemented  to  preserve  artd/or  Improve  water  quality  in  the  area. 


Initiation:    FY  1993 


Completion:   FY  1996 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 


Estinr^ted 
cost 

$459,807 

450.000 

$909,807 


Total  to 
9/30/94 

$208,807 

200.000 

$408,807 


Program 
FY  1995 

$151,000 

150.000 

$301,000 


Estimate 
FY  1996 

$100,000 

100.000 

$200,000 


Balance  to 
complete 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 


Westem  Montana  Water  Conservation  Study 

Montana 

Description       The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  inventory  irrigation  operations  in  western  Montana  to 

obtain  information  on  water  losses,  identify  and  prioritize  areas  having  major  water  loss 
or  management  problems,  discover  what  water  conservation  activities  are  occurring  & 
planned,  determine  water  user  interest  in  pursuing  conservation  programs,  identify  water 
markets  and  potential  legal  and  Institutional  constraints,  explore  opportunities  for 
implementation  funding,  arxj  develop  a  strategy  for  implementation  of  desiratile  water 
conservation  opportunities. 


Duration 

Initiation: 

FY  1994 

Completion: 

FY  1997 

Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 

$  699,000 

700.000 

$1,399,000 

$128,000 

150.000 

$278,000 

$221,000 

200.000 

$421,000 

$200,000 

200.000 

$400,000 

$150,000 

150.000 

$300,000 
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Ongoing  Projects 


Yampa  River  Water  Supply  Study 

Colorado 

Description  The  study  examines  the  rehabilitation,  enlargement,  and  re-operation  of  Elkhead  Creek 
Reservoir  for  the  purposes  of  endangered  species  habitat  enhanpement  and  M&l  water 
supplies  for  the  city  of  Craig,  Colorado. 


Duration 


Initiation:   FY  1994 


Completion:   FY  1996 


Reclamation 
Non-Federal 
Total  program 


Estimated 
cost 

Total  to 
9/30/94 

Program 
FY  1995 

Estimated 
FY  1996 

Balance  to 
complete 

$250,000 

250.000 

$500,000 

$100,000 

50.000 

$150,000 

$100,000 

100.000 

$200,000 

$  50.000 

100.000 

$150,000 

$-0- 

-0- 

$-0- 

General  Investigations  -  416 


739 


GENERAL  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 


DMCfiptkM) 

The  General  Administrative  Expenses  (GAE) 
appropriation  finarfces  Reclamations  centralized 
nrtanagement  functions.  These  functions  Include 
overall  program  arxl  personnel  policy 
management:  equal  employment  opportunity; 
safety  arxl  health  management;  budgetary 
policy  formulation;  financial  management; 
information  resources  management; 
procurement  property,  and  general  services 
policy;  public  affairs;  and  organizational  and 
management  analysis.  Also  included  are 
continuing  efforts  In  special  Initiatives  such  as 
supporting  wor1(force  diversity,  streamlining 
efforts,  and  Improving  performance. 

FY  1996  Program 

The  proposed  GAE  budget  of  $50,327,000 
supports  day-to-day  Reclamation  management 
and  general  oversight  functions.  This  lower 
furxJIng  level  reflects  a  savings  of  $3,707,000 
resulting  from  administrative  reductions  and 
management  realignment,  In  keeping  with  the 
President's  policy  on  reducing  administrative 
expenses  throughout  the  Federal  government 

Major  Program  Development  and  Activities 

Organizational  Development  -  In  support  of  the 
Vice-President's  National  Performartce  Review, 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  began  Its 
management  restructuring  In  FY  1994. 
Management  layers  were  eliminated  and  more 
decision-maldng  authority  was  transferred  to 
lower  management  levels.  This  has  resulted  in 
a  realignnfent  of  centralized  management 
activities  resources  and  a  proposed  funding 
decrease  in  the  FY  1996  GAE  program. 


Human  Resources  Marugement  -  Emphasis 
continues  on  programs  and  special  activities, 
initiated  by  the  Department  and  Bureau,  which 
assist  In  developing  a  more  diverse  woric  place; 
expanding  professional  growth  opportunities  for 
women,  mlrrartties,  arxl  persoru  with  disabilities; 
and  promotlr>g  safety  in  the  worlcplace. 

Eniiancement  and  improvement  of 
Reclamation's  wortcforce  continues  through  the 
Human  Resource  Developnrwnt  program. 
Funding  In  this  area  provides  for  organizatioruJ 
analysis  and  nrtanagement  training  to  further 
enhance  the  worl<  environment.  Program 
activities  Include  human  resources  management 
oversight  and  mar\agement  training  arxl 
developmenL 

Aggressive  action  will  continue  in  the  personnel 
streamlining  efforts.  Within  the  resources 
requested,  $100,000  has  been  identified  for 
additional  automation  and  training  to  support 
this  effort 

Education  continues  as  a  fundamental 
component  of  increasing  public  awareness  in 
the  areas  of  water  conservation  and  use,  and 
Improving  the  skills  of  the  workforce.   Educatk>n 
programs  Indude  training  of  Reclamation 
personnel;  hiring  cooperative  education 
students;  presentations  at  schools,  conferences, 
and  public  forums:  and  supporting  initiatives 
which  create  avenues  for  public  awareness  of 
Redamattons  resource  management  and 
conservatkxi  programs. 
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Funding  continues  for  support  of 
innplenientation  of  the  Chief  Rnancial  Officers 
Act,  development  of  performance 
measurements,  assessment  of  financial 
marugement  program  effectiveness,  and 
correction  of  material  wealmesses  identified 
through  the  Management  Control  Program. 


Summary 

The  GAE  proposed  funding  level  reflects 
managements  commitment  to  minimizing 
administrative  costs  and  supports  the  necessary 
activities  related  to  general  management  and 
policy  development. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Enacted 
FY  1995 


Request 
FY  1996 


General  Administrative  Expenses 


$54,034,000 


$50,327,000 
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Central  Valley  Project 
Restoration  Fund 


P!»scr1ption 


The  Central  Valley  Project  Restoration  Fund  (CVPRF)  was  authorized  In  the  Central  Valley 
Project  Improvement  Act,  TWe  34  of  Public  Law  102-575.  This  Fund  was  established  to  provide 
funding  from  project  beneficiaries  for  habitat  restoration,  improvement  arxJ  acquisition,  and  other 
fish  and  wildlife  restoration  activities  in  the  Central  Valley  Project  area  of  Callfomia.   Revenues 
are  derived  from  payments  by  project  beneficiaries  and  from  donations.   Payments  from  project 
beneficiaries  include  several  required  by  the  Act  (Friant  Division  surcharges,  higher  charges  on 
water  transferred  to  non-CVP  users,  and  tiered  water  prices).   In  addition,  to  the  extent  required 
in  appropriations  acts,  additional  annual  mitigation  and  restoration  payments  may  t>e  assessed 
and  collected.  Close  coordination  and  cooperation  between  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  wOl  ensure  efficient  and  effective  implementation  of  the  Act. 


FY  1996  Program 

The  FY  1996  program,  at  $43,579,000,  represents  the  third  year  request  for  funding  from  ttie 
Central  Valley  Project  Restoration  Fund.  Sixty-seven  percent  of  this  request  will  be  used  for 
habitat  restoration,  improvement,  and  acquisition  ($29,198,000)  and  thirty-three  percent  wll  be 
used  for  those  provisions  identified  in  paragraphs  3406(b)(4)-(6),  (10)-(18).  and  (20)-(22) 
($14,381,000).   In  FY  1996  activities  funded  as  part  of  the  thirty-three  percent  provision  Include: 
3406(b)(6).  Shasta  Temperature  Control  Device  (TCD);  3406(b)(11);  3406(b)(13).  Restore 
Spawning  Gravel;  3406(b)(16),  Central  Valley  Assessment/Monitoring  Program;  and  3406(b)(22), 
Rood  Agricultural  L^nds  for  Waterfowl /Yield  Enhancement 

FY  1996  also  provides  for  a  comprehensive  and  coordinated  pacl<age  of  actions  to  protect  the 
San  Francisco  Bay/Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  Estuary  while  bringing  long-term  benefits  to 
Califomia's  environment  and  economy.  Installation  of  the  TCD  wHI  pennit  power  generation  at 
Shasta  Dam  while  improving  flexibPlty  to  meet  temperature  requirements  for  fisheries  in  the 
Sacramerrto  River  downstream. 

In  addition  to  tfie  CVPRF  furxlirtg  shown  below,  tliere  are  funds  available  from  the  Regular 
Construction  appropriation  for  CVP  divisions  and  units.  See  the  Construction  section,  earlier  in 
thbbook. 

Program  Highlights 

General  Investigations  ($1,000,000) 

San  Joaquin  River  Basin  Resource  Management  Initiative:  As  required  in  Section  3406(c)(1), 
this  study  will  develop  a  comprehensive  plan,  to  address  fish,  vyOdlife,  and  habitat  concerns  on 
the  San  Joaquin  River.  The  study  wHI  focus  on  streamflow  amounts,  channel  characteristics, 
riparian  habitat,  and  water  quality  improvements  that  are  needed  to  reestablish  and  sustain 
naturally  reproducing  anadronxNJS  fisheries  In  the  river  from  Friant  Dam  to  its  confluence  with 
the  San  Francisco  Bay/Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  Estuary. 
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Central  Valley  Pro|ect  Restoration  Fund 


In  FY  1996  development  and  fomiulation  of  specific  study  items  needed  for  the  compreiiensive 
plan  will  be  continued.  We  will  further  evaluate  the  costs  and  accomplishments,  Including 
Instream  Chinook  salmon  improvements  and  riparian  habitat  studies  in  connection  with  the 
potential  of  raising  Friant  Dam,  replacing  Mendota  Dam,  and  other  possible  identified 
alternatives.  An  atlas  for  the  San  Joaquin  River,  using  aerial  photographs,  to  assist  in  evaluating 
fishery,  wildlife,  wetlands,  and  riparian  habitat  potentials  will  be  completed.  Work  will  also 
continue  on  the  development  of  the  Basin  Water  Temperature  Model. 

CONSTRUCTION  ($42,579,000) 

Miscellaneous  Project  Programs,  CVP  ($11,075,000) 

Refuge  Water  Supply  ($3.000.000):  Section  3406(d).  Wildlife  habitat  within  the  Central  Valley 
of  Califomia  and  critical  wintering  areas  of  the  Pacific  Ryway  have  diminished  dramatically  In 
recent  times.  The  purpose  of  this  program  is  to  restore  and  enhance  wetland  habitat  by 
increasing  the  allocation  of  water  to  wildlife  refuges  within  the  Central  Valley. 

Implementation  of  conveyance  plans  for  Level  IV  water  supplies  to  various  refuge  boundaries  will 
be  initiated  along  with  design  work  of  various  conveyance  facilities.  The  environmental 
compliance  document  and  design  work  for  conveyance  facilities  will  be  completed.  Also, 
negotiations  with  the  Califomia  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  the  Grassland  Resource 
Conservation  District  for  interim  water  service  contract  and  execution  of  temporary  agreements 
with  various  other  water  districts  will  be  undertaken. 

Anadromous  Fish  Program  ($3.000.000):  Section  3406(b)(1).   Populations  of  salmon  have 
declined  over  fifty  percent  since  the  1950's  in  Central  Valley  streams  and  rivers.   In  view  of  this 
and  subsequent  declines  in  other  anadromous  fish  species  (steelhead,  striped  bass,  sturgeon, 
and  American  shad),  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  requires  (within  3  years)  the 
development  and  Implementation  of  a  plan  to  increase  the  populations  of  anadromous  fishes  In 
the  Central  Valley.  The  purpose  of  this  program  is  to  increase  populations  of  discrete  wild 
stocks  of  anadromous  fishes  by  2002  to  at  least  twice  the  average  level  from  1967  to  1991. 

A  review  of  options  and  development  of  alternatives  for  inclusion  in  a  draft  program  will  be 
continued.  A  draft  program  for  public  review  arKJ  comment  will  be  circulated,  with  the  adoption 
of  the  final  program  anticipated  by  the  end  of  October  1995. 

Private  Wetlands/Joint  Venture  ($500.000):  Section  3406(d)(6).   Investigate  and  review  the 
reliability  and  quality  of  water  supplies  available  to  privately  owned  wetlands  and  determine  the 
need.  If  any,  for  supplemental  water.   In  addition,  review  water  supply  and  delivery  requirements 
for  120,000  acres  of  restored  wetlands.  A  report  on  supplemental  actions  to  accomplish  any 
program  requirements  will  t»e  accomplished  by  September  30,  1997. 

Refuge  Wheeling  Costs  ($1.700.000):  Section  3406(d).  Payment  of  wheeling  costs  to  convey 
water  to  refuges  and  wildlife  habitat  boundaries. 

Water  Districts  within  the  State  of  Califomia  and  the  Califomia  Department  of  Water  Resources 
will  be  reimbursed  for  all  wheeling  costs  associated  with  delivery  of  water  to  wildlife  refuges. 
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Dedicated  Prelect  Yield  «37S.OO0):  Section  3406(b)(2).  Dedicate  and  manage  annually 
800,000  acre-feet  of  Central  Valley  Project  yield  for  the  primary  purpose  of  implementing  the  fish, 
wRdllfe,  and  habitat  restoration  purposes  and  measures. 

Develop>ment  of  a  conceptual  plan  for  the  long-term  use  of  the  dedicated  800,000  acre-feet  will 
be  completed.  Rules  and  Regulations  will  be  promulgated  for  the  management  of  the  800,000 
acre-feet  and  an  accounting  program  for  the  800,000  acre-feet.  In  addition,  assistance  will  be 
given  to  the  State  of  California  in  its  efforts  to  protect  the  waters  of  the  San  Francisco 
Bay /Sacramento-San  Joaquin  Delta  Estuary.  As  new  information  becomes  available,  stream 
flow  objectives  will  be  reviewed  and  revised,  in  addition,  additional  water  needed  to  meet  the 
identified  objectives  will  be  sought. 

nood  AgrlcuKural  Lands  lor  Waterfowl/Yield  Enhancement  ($500.000):  Section  3406(b)(22). 
Wetiarvj  fiabitats  arxJ  associated  values  within  the  Central  Valley  fiave  decreased  drastically  due 
in  part  to  project  operations  and  their  cumulative  impacts,   incentives  will  be  provided  to  farmers 
encouraging  participation  in  a  program  to  keep  fields  flooded  during  appropriate  time  periods  for 
the  purpose  of  waterfowl  habitat  creation  arxJ  maintenance  and  for  water  yield  enhancement 

Central  Valley  Assessment/Monltorinq  Program  ($2.000.000):  Section  3406(b) (16).  This  wHI 
be  the  secorxl  year  of  fur>ding  for  implementing  a  monitoring  and  assessment  program  to 
determine  the  degree  of  effectiveness  of  the  various  fish  and  wildlife  restoration  activities  that 
have  been  initiated  to  identify  arxJ  Implement  additional  changes  or  actions  that  may  be 
required.  An  assessment  of  the  needs  to  establish  a  comprehensive  assessment  program  by 
evaluating  the  individual  needs  of  the  various  actions  required  by  Public  Law  102-575  and 
reviewing  the  adequacy  of  existing  monitoring  efforts  will  be  continued.   Revised  or 
supplemental  existing  programs  will  be  utilized  to  the  greatest  extent. 

Sacramento  River  Division,  CVP  ($1,500,000) 

Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  ActivHIeg  Supporting  Investigations  ($1.500.000): 

Section  3406(e).   Investigate  arxJ  provide  recommendations  to  the  Committee  on  Energy  and 
Natural  Resources  of  the  Senate  and  the  Committees  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  and 
Merchant  Marine  and  Rsheries  of  the  House  on  the  feasibility,  cost,  and  desirability  of 
developing  and  implementing  measures  to  maintain  suitable  temperatures  for  anadromous  fish 
sun/ival,  opportunities  for  additional  hatchery  production,  measures  to  eliminate  barriers  to 
upstream  and  downstream  migration  of  salmonids,  installation  and  operation  of  temperature 
control  devices,  measures  to  provide  for  modified  operations  and  new  or  improved  control 
structures,  arKi  other  measures  which  the  Secretary  determines  would  protect,  restore,  and 
enhance  natural  production  of  salmon  and  steeihead  trout  in  tributary  streams. 

3406(e)(1).  Temperature  evaluations  in  both  the  Sacramento  and  San  Joaquin  Rivers  will  be 
continued. 

3406(e)(3).  The  review  of  barriers  to  salmonid  migration  throughout  the  Central  Valley  wDI 
continue. 

3406(e)(5).  A  plan  of  study  for  the  modified  operation  and  new  or  improved  control  structures  at 
Delta  Cross  Channel  and  Georglana  Slough  will  be  completed  and  work  will  begin  on  the  final 
report 
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San  Joaquin  DMslon,  CVP  ($18,123,000) 

San  Joaquin  Basin  Action  Plan  ($1.000.000):  Section  3406(d).  The  management  objectives 
of  this  program  are  to  (1)  ensure  permanent  habitat  preservation  of  lands  that  are  of  vital 
Importance  to  Pacific  Ryway  ducks  and  geese,  threatened  and  endangered  species,  other 
migratory  birds,  and  resident  species  (2)  create  wetlands  for  waterfowl  and  other  wetland 
dependent  species  on  agricultural  lands  suitable  for  conversion,  and  (3)  protect  adequate 
sanctuary  to  encourage  wider  distribution  of  waterfowl  and  provide  protection  from  disturtjance 
for  endangered  and  threatened  species. 

The  planning  and  design  required  for  full  implementation  of  the  San  Joaquin  Basin  Action  Plan 
will  be  continued.  Right-of-way  acquisition  will  be  continued.  The  environmental  compliance 
documentation  will  be  completed  and  design  and  construction  of  the  highest  priority 
conveyance  facilities  will  be  initiated. 

Water  Acquisition  ($11.005.000):  Section  3406(b)(3).  A  program  to  acquire  additional  water 
supplies  to  supplement  the  quantity  of  vrater  dedicated  to  fish  and  wildlife  purposes  will  be 
continued.   Examples  of  the  types  of  options  which  could  be  identified  could  include 
improvements  In  or  modifications  of  the  operations  of  the  Central  Valley  Project,  water  banking, 
conservation,  transfers,  and  conjunctive  use. 

Reclamation  plans  to  use  the  amount  programmed  in  FY  1996  to  purchase  water  from  willing 
sellers.  Water  could  be  purchased  outright,  leased  on  a  temporary  basis,  or  acquired  through 
an  option. 

Land  Retirement  ($6.118.000):  Section  3406(b)(3),  3408(h).  A  program  to  acquire  land  and 
associated  water  rights  in  order  to  establish  wildlife  habitat,  reduce  irrigation  drainage  problems, 
or  provkJe  additional  water  supplies  to  Central  Valley  refuges  and  wildlife  habitat  areas.   Possible 
acquisitions  include,  for  example,  the  drainage  problem  lands  as  described  in  the  management 
plan  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley  Drainage  Program  final  report.  These  lands  are  characterized  by 
low  productivity,  poor  drainage,  and  high  levels  of  selenium  in  shallow  ground  water. 

Reclamation  plans  to  use  the  amount  programmed  for  FY  1996  to  purchase  lands  from  willing 
sellers.   Lands  will  be  selected  for  purchase  based  upon  the  degree  to  which  an  acquisition 
would  further  the  broad  environmental  objectives  of  the  CVPIA.   Lands  could  be  purchased 
outright  for  permanent  fallowing,  leased  on  a  temporary  basis,  or  acquired  through  an  option. 

Shasta  Division,  CVP  ($11,881,000) 

Shasta  Temperature  Control  Device  ($11.281.000):  Section  3406(b)(6).  Anadromous 
salmonids  have  experienced  drastic  population  declines  in  the  past  50  years  within  the  Central 
Valley.  Installation  of  the  TCD  will  pemiit  power  generation  at  Shasta  Dam  while  improving 
flexibility  to  meet  temperature  requirements  for  fisheries  in  the  Sacramento  River  downstream. 

A  construction  contract  was  awarded  In  November  1994.   Construction  activities  will  continue  in 
FY  1996  with  an  anticipated  completion  date  of  October  1996. 
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Central  Valley  Project  Restoration  Fund 


Restore  Spawning  Gravel  ($600.000):  Section  3406(b)(13).  Salmon  populations  have  declined 
drastically  within  the  Central  Valley  due  in  part  to  a  loss  of  access  to  historic  and/or  appropriate 
spawning  gravels.   Spawning  gravel  must  be  restored  on  upper  Sacramento,  American,  and 
Stanislaus  Rivers.  A  program  to  reestablish  meander  belts,  and  limit  bank  protection  activities  to 
avoid  and  reduce  habitat  loss  will  also  be  developed. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 

Central  Valley  Project  Restoration  Fund  FY  1995  FY  1996 

Friant  Division  Surcharges,  3406(c)(1)  $5,891,000  $5,891,000 
Additional  mitigation  and  restoration 

payments.  3407(d)  31.735.000  37.538.000 
Surcharge  on  Power  (1  mil  per  KWh) 

($.001x7.650.000)  +7.650.000  -0- 

Water  Transfer  Charge  -0  -  150.000 

Total  Appropriation  $45,276,000  $43,579,000 
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CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT 
RESTORATION  FUND 
$'s  in  thousands 


FY  1995 

FY  1996 

Project  or  Study 

Enacted 

Request 

GENERAL  INVESTIGATIONS 

San  Joaquin  River  Basin  Res  Mgmt  Initiative 
Sutitotal  -  Habitat  Restoration 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

CONSTOUCnON 

Miscellaneous  Project  Programs 

Refuge  Water  Supfily 

3,310 

3,000 

Anadromous  Fish  Program 

2295 

3,000 

Water  Conservation  Projects 

1,000 

0 

Water  Augmentation  Program 
Private  Wetlands/Joint  Venture 

900 

0 

0 

500 

Project  Fishery  Impacts 

0 

0 

Ecosystem/Water  Conservation  Study 

1,200 

0 

Refuge  Wheeling  Costs 

1,200 

1,700 

Dedicated  Project  Yield 

275 

375 

Evaluate  Project  Operations 

230 

0 

Sacramento  River  Division 

CVPIASqxxjrting  Investigations 
San  Jnaqi  in  Division 

1,000 

1,500 

San  Joaquin  Basin  Action  Plan 

5,437 

1,000 

Water  Acquisition 

5,514 

11,005 

Land  Retirement 
SutJtotal  -  Habitat  Restoration 

6,974 

6,118 

29,335 

28,198 

CONSTRUCTION 

Shasta  Division 

Stiasta  Temperature  Control  Device 

7,751 

11,281 

Coleman  National  Fish  Hatchery 

2,735 

0 

Restore  Spawning  Gravel 

0 

600 

Miscellaneous  Project  Programs 

Flood  Agriculture^  Laxis  for  Waterfowl/ 

Yield  Enhancement 

1.000 

500 

Central  Vdley  Assessmerrt/ 
Monitoring  Program 

2,035 

2.000 

Unscreened  Diversions 

0 

0 

Sacramento  River  Division 

Fish  Passage  Program 

500 

0 

Pilot  Research  Pump  Evaluation 
Subtotd  -  Otiier  F&W 

920 

0 

14,941 

14,381 

TOTAL  -  RESTORATION  FUND 

45,276 

43,579 
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WORKING  CAPITAL  FUND 


DMCrtption 


The  WorMng  Capital  Fund  operates  for  the 
primary  purpose  of  flnancially  manaQing 
activities  such  as  the  acquisition  and 
replacement  of  capital  equipment,  the  cost 
recovery  for  services  provided  to  others,  and 
the  recovery  of  Indirect  costs  In  the  Redamation 
Service  Ceriter  and  regional  offices. 


By  design,  the  fund  operates  on  a  self- 
supporting  ttasis  through  user  charges  wtiich 
are  deposited  In  the  funding. 


Summarized  Financial  Data 


Worlcing  Capital  Fund 

Appropriation 
Revenue 

Application  of  prior  year  furxJs 
Unobligated  t>alance,  end  of  year 
Total  program 


Enacted 

Request 

FY1W5 

FY  199? 

$      -0- 

$      -0- 

314.741,000 

331,682,000 

69,282.340 

39,081,000 

-?9,Mi.W0 

-W.Mi.QW 

$344,942,340 

$331,692,000 
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PERMANENT  APPROPRIATIONS 
Colorado  River  Dam  Fund  -  Boulder  Canyon  Project 


DMCription 

The  BoJder  Canyon  Project  Act  of  1928  established 
the  Colorado  River  Dam  Fund.  Revenues  are 
derived  mainly  from  the  sale  of  electrical  energy 
generated  at  Hoover  Dam  and  placed  in  this  fund. 
The  Hoover  Power  Plant  Act  of  1984  established 
that  all  receipts  would  be  deposited  Into  the 
Colorado  River  Dam  Fund  to  be  avaEat)le  without 
further  appropriation  for  paymertt  of  operation  arvJ 
maintenance,  replacement,  interest  and  repayment. 


FY  1996  Program 
Operation  and  Maintenance, 


$28,404,000 


In  1987,  Reclamation  assumed  responsibility  for  the 
operation  and  mairttenaix>)  of  the  powerplant.  The 
program  includes  ongoir>g  expenses,  necessary  for 
contlTHjed  delivery  of  project  benefits,  such  as 
personnel  costs,  water  8cfiedulir>g,  Denver  and 
regiortal  office  support  services,  and  materials  and 
supplies.  Other  activities  include  rerxTvation  of  a 
deterioratir>g  roadway,  compliance  with  the  Ufe 
Saf^  Code  programs,  design  and  Installation  of 
jet-flow  gates,  replacement  of  worn  or  dated 
equipment,  visitor  services  activities,  and  security  for 
the  dam  and  associated  faciities. 

Payment  of  Interest  on  advances  trom  the 
Treasury,  $11,500,000 

Interest  is  paid  to  the  Treasury  on  funds  advanced 
for  construction  of  the  Hoover  Dam  and 
appurtenant  project  worlcs  (42  U.S.C.  618a  (b)). 


Payment  to  States  of  Arizorta  and  Nevada, 

$600,000 

Annual  payments  of  $300,000  each  are  made  to 
Arizona  and  Nevada  from  operatiorra  of  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project,  as  provided  by  law  (43  U.S.C.  618a 
(c)). 


Upratlng  and  Betterment, 


$1,043,000 


The  powerplant  uprating  program  is  funded  by  norv 
Federal  power  users.   As  of  May  23,  1993,  all  Hoover 
Gerwrating  units  have  t>een  uprated.  Increasing  the 
total  nameplate  capactty  from  1 ,340  megawatts  to 
2074.0  megawatts.  Modification  of  the  programmable 
master  supervisory  control  system  wU  continue  In 
FY  1996. 

Subtotal  •  ObligaUon  $41,547,000 

Transfer  to  Western  Area  Power  Administration, 

$4,556,000 

A  transfer  is  made  to  WAPA  for  operation  and 
maintenance,  arxl  purcfiase  power. 

Transfer  to  Lower  Colorado  River  Basin 
Development  Fund  (iXRBDF),  $11,741,000 

Putilic  Law  98-381  provides  that  the  rates  charged  for 
Boeder  Canyon  Project  power  include  certain 
amounts  for  transfer  to  the  LCRBDF. 
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SummartzMl  Financial  Data 


Colorado  River  Dam  Fund 

Appropriation,  Permanent  Indefinite: 
Transfer  to  LCflBDF: 
Transfer  to  WAPA: 

Budget  Authority,  Colorado  River  Dam  Fund: 
Application  ct  prior  year  funds 
Prior  year  funds  carried  Into  succeeding  year 
Total  obligation 


Enacted 

Request 

FY1995 

FY1996 

$50,503,000 

$58,783,000 

-11,315,000 

-11,741,000 

-7.472.000 

-«.55e.Q0Q 

$31,716,000 

$42,486,000 

2,408,000 

257,000 

-257.000 

-i,i9e,wo 

$33,867,000 

$41,547,000 
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MISCELLANEOUS  PERMANENT  APPROPRIATIONS 


Description 

Miscellaneous  Permanent  Appropriations  consist 
of  four  separate  appropriations:  Operation, 
Iwlaintenance,  arxl  Repiacement  of  Project 
Works,  Nortti  Platte  Project;  Paynients  to 
Farmers'  Irrigation  District;  Payments  to  Local 
Units,  Klamath  Reclamation  Area;  and  Operation 
and  Maintenance  of  Quarters,  Fort  Simcoe  Job 
Corps  Center. 

FY  1996  Program 

Operation.  Mainterance.  and  Replacement  of 
Project  Works.  North  Platte  Project  (Gerlng  and 
Fort  Laramie.  Goshen  and  Pathfinder  Irrigation 
Districts).  $7.000. 

Revenues  are  derived  from  the  operation  of 
project  powerplants,  leasing  of  project  grazing 
arxl  farm  laivJs,  arxl  the  sale  or  use  of 
townsltes. 

These  revenues  are  deposited  to  a  Special 
Receipt  Account  No.  14X5058  (Operation, 
Maintenance,  and  Rehabilitatkyi  -  North  Platte 
Project)  whk:h  is  maintained  exclusively  for  that 
purpose.  The  monies  are  coliected  in  one  year 
aixi  disbursed  in  the  next 

Legal  authority:  The  Act  of  July  17,  1952. 
PuUk:  Law  578  (66  Stat.  755),  sectk>n  4. 
Revenues  may  be  expended  for  the 
replacement  of  the  project  works  operated  and 
maintained  by  the  water  users  to  meet  annual 
costs  of  operatkm  and  maintenarx^e  of  such 
work.  The  disposition  of  furxls  is  made 
pursuant  to  a  repayment  contract  with  the 
districts  on  an  agreed  upon  percentage  based 
on  anrxxjnt  of  acreage.   It  is  applied  first  to  their 
share  of  O&M  cfuirges,  secorxl  to  constructkxi 
charges,  arxl  last  as  directed  by  tfie  districts. 

Payment  to  Farmers'  Irrigation  District  (North 
Platte  Project.  Nebraska-Wvomino).       $8.000. 

The  source  Is  power  revenues  from  the  North 
Platte  project  Payments  are  paU  annually  to 


the  Farmers'  lnigatk>n  District  toward  payment 
of  the  annual  cost  of  carryirig  the  Northport 
irrigation  District's  water  through  the  Farmers' 
Irrigation  District  canal. 

The  rTK>nies  are  deposited  In  the  Redamatkin 
Furxl  and  disbursed  from  Expenditure  Account 
No.  14X5059.  The  $8,000  is  paid  out  each  year 
to  the  Farmers'  irrigatk>n  District  As  of 
September  1994,  37  such  payments  had  been 
made. 

Legal  authority:  The  Act  of  August  13,  1957, 
Public  la\N  85-123  (71  Stat  342).   In  1957, 
Congress  fixed  the  value  of  the  Northport 
irrigatkxi  District's  interest  in  all  future  power 
revenues  from  the  North  Platte  project  in  the 
anrxxint  of  $479,602.  It  authorized  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  retain  these  furxls  arxl  to  apply 
up  to  $8,000  per  year  toward  paymertt  of  the 
annual  cost  of  carrying  the  district's  water 
through  the  Farmers'  irrigation  District  The 
contract  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Northport  irrigation  District  F>rovkling  for  the 
repayment  of  cor^ructkm  experxlttures  was 
amerxled  pursuant  to  the  above  ieglslatk>n.  In 
effect  the  district  gave  up  its  future  rights  and 
interests  under  subsectkxis  I.  and  J.  of  Sectkxi 
4  of  the  Act  of  December  5,  1924,  (the  Fact 
Firxlers'  Act)  In  exchange  for  the  fixed  payment 
in  its  behalf  to  the  Farmers'  Irrigation  District  of 
$8,000  per  year  for  60  years. 

Payments  to  Local  Units.  Klamath  Reclamation 

S250.000. 


Twenty-five  percent  of  net  revenues  collected 
during  each  fiscal  year  from  the  leasing  of 
Klamath  project  reserved  Federal  lands  within 
the  bourxlaries  of  the  Lower  Klamath  Natkx^ 
Wikllife  Refuge  and  the  Tule  Lake  NatkMud 
Wildlife  Refuge  are  to  be  pakl  annually  by  the 
Secretary  to  the  courrties  In  which  such  refuges 
are  located.  Such  payments  are  made  on  a  pro 
rata  basis  to  each  county  based  upon  the 
refuge  acreage  in  each  county. 


Miscellaneous  Permanents  -  431 


751 


The  monies  are  deposited  In  the  Redamation 
Fund  and  disbursed  from  Expenditure  Account 
^4o.  14X5103.  Payments  are  made  each  year  to 
Namath.  lulodoc,  and  Sisidyou  Counties. 

Lagtri  authority:  The  AcU  of  September  1.  1964 
(70  StaL  799),  and  October  12,  1964  (78  StaL 
860).  Payments  were  authorized  In  lieu  of  taxes 
that  tlie  counties  would  have  collected  from  the 
production  lands  had  they  t>een  privately  held. 

Ooeration  and  Maintenance  of  Quarters.  Fort 
SImcoe  Job  Coros  Center.  SI  5.000. 

The  source  of  revenue  is  from  the  use  of  the 
quarters  from  the  operation  of  the  Fort  SImcoe 
Job  Corps  Center.  The  amount  of  revecHje 
varies  from  year  to  year. 


The  monies  are  deposited  in  Receipt  Accowtf 
No.  14X5053.   Funds  are  used  for  maintenance 
of  the  Job  Corps  Center  quarters. 

l-egal  authority:  The  Act  of  October  12,  1964. 
Public  law  98-473  (78  Stat  850).  section  320 
provided  that  rents  aivJ  charges  coliected  by 
payroll  deduction  or  otherwise  for  Mne  use  or 
occupancy  of  quarters  of  agencies  should  be 
deposited  In  a  special  fund  to  remain  avalable 
unti  expended,  for  tiie  malnterunce  and 
operation  of  the  quarters. 


Summarized  Firtancial  Data 


Miscellaneous  Permanents 

Operation,  Maintenance,  and  Replacement 
(Gering  and  Fort  Laramie,  Goshen  and 
Pathfinder  Inigation  District) 

Payment  to  Farmers'  irrigation  District 
(ttorth  Platte  Project,  Nebrasica-Wyo) 

Payntents  to  local  Units,  Klamath  Reclamation 
Area 

Operation  and  Maintenance  of  Quarters, 
Fort  SImcoe  Job  Corps  Center 

Total  Appropriation 

Application  of  Prior  Year  Funds 
Total  program 


Enacted 
FY  1995 

$  7,000 


8,000 

250.000 

15.000 

$280,000 

35.000 
$315,000 


Request 
FY  1996 

$  7,000 


8,000 

250,000 

15.000 

$280,000 

•0- 


$280,000 
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EXPLANATION  OF  CHANGES  IN  APPROPRIATION  LANGUAGE 
FISCAL  YEAR  1996 


CONSTRUCTION  PROGRAM 


Add  th«  following  proviso: 

Provided  further.  That,  subject  to  a  match  of  at  least  an  equal  amount  made  bv  the  National 
Rsh  and  WdlHe  Foundation,  funds  may  be  made  available  to  such  Foundation  through 
grants  or  cooperative  agreements  for  water  conservation  and  fish  and  wildlife  restoration 
activities: 

This  language  requires  that  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  provide,  at  a  minimum,  matching  funds 
for  any  funding  provided  the  Foundation  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 


OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 


Delete  the  following  proviso: 

[*Provided  further,  That  of  the  total  appropriated,  such  amounts  as  may  be  required  for  replacement 
wortc  on  Ihe  Boulder  Canyon  Project  which  would  require  readvances  to  the  Colorado  River  Dam 
Fund  sfiall  be  readvanced  to  the  Colorado  River  Dam  Fund  pursuant  to  section  5  of  the  Boulder 
Canyon  Project  Adjustment  Act  of  July  19,  1940  (43  U.S.C.  6l8d),  and  such  readvances  since 
October  1,  1984,  and  in  the  future  shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate  determined  pursuant  to  section 
104(a)(5)  of  Public  Uw  98-381:*] 

This  provision  has  been  In  this  account's  appropriation  language  every  year  since  1987,  and  it  is 
unnecessary  now  as  a  blanket  provision.  Should  an  extraordinary  need  arise  for  readvances  to  the  Fund, 
a  request  for  a  specific  amount  wll  be  made. 


GENERAL  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSE 


Revise  the  language  as  follows: 

'For  necessary  expenses  of  general  administration  and  related  functions  in  the  office  of  the 
Commissioner,  the  Denver  office,  and  offices  In  the  five  regions  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation.  [$54,191,000,  of  which  $1,400,000  shall]  Xq  remain  available  until  expended, 
[the  total  anKXjnt]  S50.327.000.  to  be  derived  from  the  Reclamation  fund  and  to  be 
nonreimbursable  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  April  19,  1945  (43  U.S.C.  377):  Provided,  That  no 
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part  of  any  other  appropriation  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  activities  or  functions 
budgeted  for  the  current  fiscal  year  as  general  administrative  expenses.  (Energy  and  Water 
Development  Appropriations  Act,  1995.) 

All  furxjs  In  tf>e  General  Administrative  Expenses  account  wDI  be  no-year  funds  urxjer  this  proposal. 
Consistent  with  recommerxlatlons  of  the  National  Performance  Review,  this  cfunge  will  allow  managers 
flexibility  to  operate  more  efficiently  and  encourage  managerial  responsiveness  that  will  produce  results,  not 
spending. 


CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT  RESTORATION  FUND 


Revise  the  language  as  follows: 

For  carrying  out  the  programs,  projects,  plans,  and  habitat  restoration,  improvement,  and 
acquisition  provisions  of  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act,  to  remain  available 
unty  expended,  such  sums  as  may  be  [assessed  and]  collected  In  the  Central  Valley  Project 
Restoration  Fund  pursuant  to  sections  3407(d),  3404(c)(3),  3405(f)  and  3406(c)(1)  of  Public 
Law  102-575:  Provided,  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  directed  to  levy  additional 
mitigation  and  restoration  payments  totaling  f$37,232.0001  $30.000.000  (October  1992  price 
levels)  on  a  three  year  rolilna  averaoe  basis,  as  authorized  by  section  3407(d)  of  Public  Law 
102-575. 


This  change  adopts  the  language  in  Section  3407(d)  of  Public  Law  102-575,  which  restricts  the  additional 
levy  to  the  $30,000,000  amount  (October  1 992  prices)  on  a  three  year  rolling  average  basis.  Thus,  if  the  levy 
in  a  particular  year  should  be  less  than  or  exceed  the  $30,000,000  level,  subsequent  levies  should  vary  in 
an  amount  sufficient  to  maintain  the  three  year  rolling  average.  The  words  'assessed  and'  are  unnecessary 
because  only  the  amount  collected  Is  available  for  appropriation. 


WORKING  CAPITAL  FUND 

Delete  the  following  language: 

[Of  the  offsetting  collections  credited  to  this  account,  $863,000  are  permanently  canceled 
due  to  reduced  GSA  rental  charges  and  $1,848,000  are  permanently  canceled  due  to 
efficierKles  In  tfie  procurement  process.] 

This  removes  language  Inserted  irrto  the  FY  1995  request  as  a  one-time  action  to  implement  savings  to  be 
derived  from  reduced  rental  F>ayments  and  procurement  reform. 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ESfTERIOR 

BUDGET  JUSTIFICATIONS,  F.Y.  1996 


CENTRAL  UTAH  PROJECT  COMPLETION  ACT 


NOTICE:  These  budget  justiiications  ire  prepared  for  the  Energy 
and  WitCT  Development  Appropriations  Subcommittees.  Approval 
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CENTRAL  UTAH  PROJECT  COMPLETION  ACT 

General  Statement 

The  Central  Utah  Project  Completion  Act  (Act),  Titles  n  -  VI  of  P.L.  102-575,  provides  for 
completion  of  the  Central  Utah  Project  (CUP)  by  the  Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy 
District  (District).   The  Act  also  authorizes  funding  for  fish,  wildlife,  and  recreation 
mitigation  and  conservation;  establishes  an  account  in  the  Treasury  for  the  deposit  of 
these  funds  and  other  contributions;  and  establishes  the  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation 
and  Conservation  Commission  (Commission)  to  coordinate  implementation  of  the 
mitigation  and  conservation  activities. 

The  Fiscal  Year  (FY)  1996  request  for  funds  for  use  by  the  District,  the  Commission  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  (Secretary)  to  implement  Titles  U  -  IV  of  the  Act  are 
described  in  this  document.   The  request  for  funds  authorized  in  Title  n  to  complete 
features  being  constructed  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  described  in  its  budget. 
Funds  to  implement  Title  V  (the  Ute  Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement)  are  included  in 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  budget.   Finally,  the  budget  for  the  Western  Area  Power 
Administration  (WAP A)  contains  a  request  for  its  contribution  to  the  Utah 
Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation  Account. 

Overview  -  Total  budget  authority  in  FY  1996  for  Tides  n  -  IV  is  $50.2  million.  As 
described  below,  this  includes  the  $44.1  million  in  current  budget  authority  requested 
herein  and  permanent  budget  authority  consisting  of  contributions  to  the  Utah 
Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation  Account  by  WAPA  ($5.3  million)  and  the 
Disfa-ict  ($0.8  million). 

Summary  of  FY  1996  Budget  Authority  by  Account 

(in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Central  Utah  Project  Completion  Account $25,636 

Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation  Account 18.503 

Total  current  budget  authority $44,139 

Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation  Account $6.075 

Total  permanent  budget  authority $6,075 

Total  budget  authority $50,214 


Central  Utah  Project  Completion  Account  -  The  FY  1996  request  for  cxirrent  budget 
authority  is  $44.1  million,  of  which  $25.6  million  will  be  expended  from  this  account 
and  $18.5  million  will  be  transferred  to  the  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and 
Conservation  Account  for  use  by  the  Commission. 
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The  request  includes  $18.9  ntillion  for  use  by  the  District  to: 

•  continue  construction  of  the  Diamond  Fork  pipeline; 

•  complete  precor^truction  work  and  initiate  construction  on  Monks  Hollow  Dam 
and  the  Duchesne/Strawberry  diversions  structures; 

•  complete  preconstruction  work  on  the  Spanish  Fork  Canyon/Nephi  Irrigation 
System  and  on  replacement  facilities  for  the  Uintah/Upalco  Units; 

•  complete  water  management  improvement  plans  and  studies  and  initiate 
implementation  of  water  conservation  projects;  and 

•  complete  the  feasibility  study  of  conjunctive  use  of  surface  and  groundwater  and 
initiate  groundwater  recharge  and  conjunctive  use  programs. 

The  request  also  includes  a  total  of  $6.7  million  for  use  by  the  Secretary: 

•  $5.0  million  for  the  Federal  contribution  to  the  principal  of  the  Utah  Reclamation 
Mitigation  and  Conservation  Account  pursuant  to  Sec.  402(b)(2); 

•  $0.5  million  for  mitigation  and  conservation  projects  outside  the  State  of  Utah 
pursuant  to  Sec.  314(c);  and 

•  $1.2  million  for  a  staff  to  provide  liaison  with  the  District,  the  Commission  and 
the  Ute  Indian  Tribe,  and  to  otherwise  assist  in  carrying  out  responsibilities  of  the 
Secretary  under  the  Act. 

The  $18.5  million  requested  for  transfer  to  the  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and 
Conservation  Account  for  use  by  the  Commission  includes: 

•  $15.7  million  for  fish,  wildlife,  recreation  mitigation  and  conservation  projects 
authorized  in  Title  III;  and 

•  $2.8  million  authorized  in  Sec.  201(a)(1)  for  completing  mitigation  measures 
committed  to  in  Bureau  of  Reclamation  planning  documents. 

These  requests  are  discussed  in  more  detail  on  the  following  pages. 

Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation  Account  -  In  FY  1996,  funds  deposited 
in  or  transferred  to  this  account  are  estimated  to  total  $34.8  million.  Of  this  total,  $24.6 
million  will  be  available  for  the  Commission's  use,  including  the  $18.5  million  request 
described  above.   In  addition.  Sec.  402(c)(2)  of  the  Act  authorizes  the  Commission  to 
expend,  without  further  action  by  the  Congress,  contributions  from  WAPA  ($5.3 
million)  and  from  the  District  ($0.8  million). 

The  remaining  deposits  are  added  to  the  principal  of  this  account,  which  may  not  be 
expended.   This  includes  the  $5.0  million  Federal  contribution  described  above,  a  $3.0 
million  contribution  from  the  State  of  Utah,  and  an  estimated  $2.2  million  in  interest. 
The  Act  provides  that,  once  the  Title  III  projects  are  completed,  future  interest  on  the 
accumulated  principal  will  be  available  for  the  Commission's  use.    The  estimated 
principal  in  the  Account  at  the  end  of  FY  1996  is  $39.3  million. 
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CENTRAL  UTAH  PROJECT  COMPLETION  ACCOUNT 


Location: 


This  project  is  located  in  central  Utah,  in  the  eastern  part  of 
the  Bonneville  Basin  and  in  the  Uinta  Basin,  in  Uintah, 
Duchesne,  Wasatch,  Summit,  Utah,  Salt  Lake,  and  Juab 
Counties,  Utah. 


Description: 


The  Central  Utah  Project  Completion  Act  (Act),  Titles  11- VI  of 
Public  Law  102-575,  provides  for  the  completion  of  the 
Central  Utah  Project  by  the  Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy 
District.    This  involves  completion  of  the  Bonneville  Unit 
(the  Diamond  Fork  and  Spanish  Fork  Canyon/Nephi 
Irrigation  Systems)  and  construction  of  the  Uinta  Basin 
Replacement  Project.    Funding  is  also  authorized  for  studies 
and  programs  intended  to  improve  water  management  and 
conservation.   In  addition,  the  Act  authorizes  funding  for 
fish,  wildlife  and  recreation  mitigation  and  conservation 
activities  and  establishes  the  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation 
and  Conservation  Commission  to  coordinate  those  activities. 


Authorization: 


Public  Law  102-575,  October  30, 1992. 


Related  Authorizations: 


Public  Law  84-485,  April  11, 1956;  PubUc  Law  92-370,  August 
10,  1972;  Public  Law  94-423,  September  28, 1976;  and  Public 
Law  100-563,  October  31, 1988. 


Land  Certification: 


Definite  Plan  Reports/ 

Pre-Construction 

Reports: 


Benefit-Cost  Ratios 
as  of  October  1, 1995: 

Completion  Data: 


Land  certifications  for  the  Spanish  Fork  Canyon/Nephi 
Irrigation  System,  and  for  facilities  that  would  replace  the 
Uintah  and  Upalco  Units,  are  not  yet  complete. 

The  schedule  for  approval  of  planning  documents  is: 
Diamond  Fork  Pipeline  -  approved  December  1994 
Wasatch  County  Water  Efficiency  Project  -  September  1995 
Spanish  Fork  Canyon/Nephi  Irrigation  System  -  May  1996 
Uintah/Upalco  Replacement  Facilities  -  June  1996. 

As  revised  project  cost  allocations  are  not  available, 
benefit/cost  ratios  cannot  be  calculated. 

Work  authorized  by  Public  Law  102-575  is  projected  to  be 
completed  by  September  2003. 


Project  Cost  Allocation/    Project  cost  allocations  and  details  of  project  repayment 
Project  Repayment:  will  be  developed  as  planning  activities  are  completed. 
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Status  of  Repayment 
Contract: 


Other  Information: 


Repayment  will  be  covered  by  existing  repayment  contracts 
contracts  with  the  Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District. 
Amendments,  or  supplemental  repayment  contracts,  will  be 
negotiated  as  necessary. 

Reports  accompanying  the  Act  state  that  the  authorizing 
committees  expect  the  District  will  explore  replacement 
features  for  the  Uintah  and  Upalco  Units  which  would  be  less 
costly,  more  feasible,  and  environmentally  less  damaging 
than  features  planned  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.    In 
August  1993,  an  agreement  was  executed  with  the  District 
providing  in  part  that  the  Federal  Government  would 
provide  up  to  65  percent  of  the  costs  of  such  studies,  but  not 
to  exceed  $7.5  million  Qanuary  1991  prices).  Studies  costs  are 
being  applied  against  the  appropriation  ceilings  for  the 
Uintah  and  Upalco  Units. 

The  appointment  of  the  fifth  and  final  member  of  the 
Commission  was  made  in  December  1994. 


Appropriation  Ceiling: 


Millard  County  was  excluded  from  the  District  and  the 
project  in  1994,  precluding  the  delivery  of  project  water  to  the 
Sevier  River  basin.   As  provided  in  section  202(a)(1)(B),  the 
District  is  proceeding  with  plans  for  an  alternate  system  to 
deliver  irrigation  water  to  lands  in  the  Utah  Lake  drainage 
basin.   As  a  result,  the  Irrigation  and  Drainage  System  has 
been  renamed  the  Spanish  Fork  Canyon/Nephi  Irrigation 
System. 

Appropriation  ceilings  remaining  as  of  October  1995  are: 

•  Title  n  (§  202  to  §  207)  -  $327,683,000 

•  Title  n  (§  201(a)(1))  -  $22,700,000 

•  Title  m  -  $144,766,000 


Work  Proposed  For  FY  1996: 

Title  II  -  Central  Utah  Project  Construction 

Spanish  Fork  Canyon/Nephi  Irrigation  System  $2,400,000 

Complete  the  public  involvement  program,  complete  the  Definite  Plan  Report  (DPR), 
complete  and  file  the  Final  Envirorunental  Impact  Statement,  and  submit  final 
documents  for  Interior  Department  approval. 

Conjunctive  Use  of  Surface  and  Ground  Water  1,000,000 

The  Utah  Division  of  Water  Resources  will  continue  the  feasibility  study  of  systems  to 
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allow  ground  water  recharge  and  management  and  the  conjunctive  use  of  surface 
water  and  ground  water  resources  in  Salt  Lake,  Utah,  Davis,  Wasatch,  and  Weber 
Counties.    FY  1996  activities  include  initiation  of  groundwater  recharge  programs  and 
of  conjunctive  use. 

Wasatch  County  Water  Efficiency  Project  2,146,000 

Continue  public  involvement;  prepare  design  and  contract  documents;  acquire 
required  land,  rights-of-way,  and  permits;  conduct  the  bid  and  award  process;  and 
initiate  construction  and  construction  management  services. 

Diamond  Fork  Construction  9,815,000 

Continue  construction  of  the  Diamond  Fork  Pipeline.    Complete  the  environmental 
and  hydrologic  studies  for  Monks  Hollow  Dam  with  continued  public  involvement; 
prepare  design  and  contract  documents;  acquire  required  land,  rights-of-way,  and 
permits;  and  conduct  the  bid  and  award  process. 

Uinta  Basin  Replacement  Project  737,000 

Complete  office  and  field  studies;  analyze  impacts  of  the  Uinta  Basin  Replacement 
Project  alternatives  on  the  development  of  the  re-formulated  Uintah  Unit  and  Upalco 
Unit  plans;  prepare  Draft  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statements;  prepare  Pre- 
Construction  Reports;  and  subnnit  final  documents  for  Interior  Department  approval. 

Duchesne/Strawberry  Diversion  Structures  500,000 

Initiate  activities  associated  with  the  Duchesne/Strawberry  Diversion  Structures  which 
includes  acquisition  of  required  land,  rights-of-way,  and  permits. 

Water  Management  Improvements  2,078,000 

Evaluate  the  financial  and  environmental  benefits  and  costs  of  conservation  measures 
proposed  for  inclusion  in  the  Water  Management  Improvement  Inventory. 
Implement  and  maintain  measures  that  have  met  the  requirements  of  Sec.  207(b). 
Complete  the  Phase  II  Coordinated  Operations  Study.   The  Utah  Water  Conservation 
Advisory  Board  will  complete  the  preparation  of  conservation  standards  and 
regulations. 

Tide  II  Subtotal  $18,676,000 


Uintah  and  Upalco  Studies 

Complete  office  and  field  studies;  complete  the  Pre-Construction  Reports;  complete  and 
file  the  Final  Enviror\mental  Impact  Statements;  submit  final  documents  for  Interior 
Department  approval;  and  develop  financial  plans. 

Unitah  and  Upalco  Studies  Subtotal  $229,000 
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Section  201(a)(1)  -  Mitigation  Measures 

As  provided  in  Sec.  301  (n)  of  the  Act,  responsibility  for  completing  mitigation  measures 
committed  to  in  Bureau  of  Reclamation  planning  documents  has  been  transferred 
from  Reclamation  to  the  Commission.    Funds  authorized  for  such  measures  in  Sec. 
201(a)(1)  of  the  Act  will  be  used  to  complete  Jordanelle  Reservoir  recreation  facilities, 
make  instream  improvements  for  fish  habitat,  acquire  fisherman  access,  and  plan 
waterfowl  management  areas. 

Section  201(A)(1)  Subtotal  $2,832,000 


Title  III-  Fish.  Wildlife,  and  Recreation  Mitigation  and  Conservation 

The  Act  established  43  mitigation  projects  within  Title  III.    These  projects  have  been 
organized  into  five  main  areas. 

Diamond  Fork  Fish  and  Wildlife  $76,000 

Activities  in  the  Sixth-Water/ Diamond  Fork  corridor  include  rehabilitation  and 
enhancement  of  fish  habitat,  acquisition  of  angler  access,  and  riparian  habitat 
development. 

Provo  River/Utah  Lake  Fish  and  Wildlife  10,630,000 

Activities  in  the  Utah  Lake  area  and  the  Provo  River  corridor  include:  fishery  habitat 
improvement;  enhancement  of  riparian  habitat,  wetlands,  recreation,  and  public  access; 
collection  of  engineering  and  environmental  data  for  diversion  dam  rehabilitation; 
work  on  the  Daniels  Creek  replacement  pipeline;  acquisition  of  Provo  River  water 
rights  and  angler  access;  and  acquisition  and  development  of  lands  for  the  Utah  Lake 
Wetland  Preserve.    Activities  within  the  Jordan  River  corridor  include  public 
involvement  and  NEPA  compliance  activities,  land  acquisition  to  provide  for  fishery 
improvements,  rehabilitation  of  riparian  habitat,  protection  of  wetlands,  and  recreation 
along  the  Jordan  River. 

Duchesne/Strawberry  Rivers  Fish  and  Wildlife  1,049,000 

Activities  associated  with  the  Strawberry  Valley  ecosystem,  the  Duchesne  River,  and 
the  Strawberry  Collection  system  include:  management  of  Strawberry  Reservoir  and 
restoration  of  its  tributaries  to  assure  trout  spawning  recruitment;  development  of 
management  plans;  wildlife  and  riparian  habitat  rehabilitation;  development  of  plans 
for  acquisition  of  big  game  winter  range  and  angler  access  along  with  enhancements  to 
watershed,  riparian  habitat,  and  upland  wildlife  habitat. 

Statewide  Fish,  Wildlife,  and  Recreation  3,916,000 

Statewide  proposals  include  activities  associated  with  acquiring  public  access;  restoring 
native  cutthroat  populations;  restoring  fish  habitat;  improving  small  dams  and 
watersheds;  improving  fish  hatchery  production;  and  conducting  inventories  of 
sensitive  plant  and  wildlife  species  and  ecosystems.    Activities  within  the  Great  Salt 
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Lake  Wetland  ecosystem  include  the  development  of  a  management  plan  and 
acquisition  and  development  of  wetlands  adjacent  to  the  Great  Salt  Lake.  Activities  in 
the  Fremont  Drainage  include  the  development  and  implementation  of  plans  to 
improve  the  watershed,  stream,  and  riparian  habitats  for  fish  and  wildlife. 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Conservation  Projects  485,000 

Sec.  314(c)  provides  that  three  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  Title  III  activities 
are  to  be  used  by  the  Secretary  for  mitigation  and  conservation  projects  outside  the  State 
of  Utah. 

Title  III  Subtotal  $16,156,000 


Title  IV  -  Federal  ContribuHon 

Sec.  402(b)(2)  provides  for  an  Federal  contribution  of  $5,000,000  per  year  to  the  principal 
of  the  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation  Account.  Sec.  314  provides  that 
this  contribution  will  have  the  first  priority  of  any  appropriations  for  Titles  II  through 
IV. 

Title  IV  Subtotal  $5,000,000 


Program  Oversight  &  Administration 

Funds  are  requested  for  a  small  staff  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  located  in  Utah  to 
provide  oversight,  review  and  liaison  with  the  District,  the  Commission,  and  the  Ute 
Indian  Tribe;  and  to  assist  in  admirustering  the  responsibilities  of  the  Secretary  under 
the  Act. 

Program  Oversight  &  Administration  Subtotal  $1,246,000 

TOTAL  REQUEST  $44.139,000 
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Proposed  Appropriation  Language  for  FY  1996 

CENTRAL  UTAH  PROJECT  COMPLETION  ACCOUNT 

For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  provisions  of  the  Central  Utah  Project  Completion 
Act,  Public  Law  102-575  (106  Stat.  4605),  and  for  feasibility  studies  of  alternatives  to  the 
Uintah  and  Upalco  Units.  [$38,972,000]  $42.893.000.  to  remain  available  until  expended, 
of  which  [$22,839,000  shall  be  to  carry  out  the  activities  authorized  under  title  11  of  the 
Act  and  for  feasibility  studies  of  alternatives  to  the  Uintah  and  Upalco  Units,  and  of 
which  $16,133,000]  $23.503.000  shall  be  deposited  into  the  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation 
and  Conservation  Account:  Provided,  That  of  the  amounts  deposited  into  the  Account, 
$5,000,000  shall  be  considered  the  Federal  Contribution  authorized  by  paragraph 
402(b)(2)  of  the  Act  and  [$11,133,000]  $18.503.000  shall  be  available  to  the  Utah 
Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation  Commission  to  carry  out  [the]  activities 
authorized  under  [title  in  of]  the  Act. 

In  addition,  for  necessary  expenses  incurred  in  carrying  out  responsibilities  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  under  the  Act,  [$1,191,000]  $1.246.000.  to  remain  available  until 
expended. 


Explanation  of  Changes 

Delete  the  following: 

"$22,839,000  shall  be  to  carry  out  the  activities  authorized  under  title  n  of  the  Act" 

This  change  reflects  the  fact  that  not  all  of  the  difference  between  the  total  amount 
appropriated  ($42,893,000)  and  the  amount  deposited  into  the  Utah  Reclamation 
Mitigation  and  Conservation  Account  ($23,503,000)  will  be  used  for  activities 
authorized  under  Title  n.  Sec.  314(c)  provides  that  three  percent  of  the  funds 
appropriated  for  Title  HI  activities  are  to  be  used  by  the  Secretary  for  mitigation  and 
conservation  projects  outside  the  State  of  Utah.   The  amount  requested  in  FY  1996  for 
Sec.  314(c)  activities  ($485,000)  will  be  administered  by  the  Program  Director,  and  not 
deposited  into  the  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation  Account. 

Move  the  following: 

"and  for  feasibility  studies  of  alternatives  to  the  Uintah  and  Upalco  Units" 

This  change  is  made  necessary  by  the  previous  deletion. 

Delete  the  following: 

"title  m  of" 
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This  change  reflects  the  fact  that  not  all  of  the  funds  made  available  to  the  Commission 
($18,503,000)  will  be  used  for  activities  authorized  under  Title  III.   As  provided  in  Sec. 
301  (n)  of  the  Act,  responsibility  for  completing  mitigation  measures  committed  to  in 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  planning  documents  has  been  transferred  from  Reclamation  to 
the  Commission.   The  FY  1996  request  includes  $2,832,000  in  funds  authorized  in  Sec. 
201(a)(1)  for  such  measures. 
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Program  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification  Code  14-0787-0-1-301 


Program  by  activities: 
0.01       Central  Utah  Project  Construction 
0.02       Mitigation  &  Conservation 
0.03       Uintah/Upalco  Studies 
0.04       Program  Administration 
10.00  Total  obligations 

Financing: 
21 .40       Unobligated  balance  available,  start  of  year: 

Treasury  balance 
24.40       Unobligated  balance  available,  end  of  year: 

Treasury  balance 
39.00  Budget  authority 


10,866 

19,251 

18,676 

9,850 

5,000 

5,485 

4,054 

3,588 

229 

663 

1,528 

1,246 

25,433 

0 

337 


29,367 

-337 

0 


25,636 

0 
0 


25,770 


29,030 


25,636 


Budget  authority: 
40.00  Appropriation 

41 .00  Transferred  to  Utah  reclamation  mitigation  and 

conservation  account 
43.00  Appropriation  (total) 


25,770 
0 


25,770 


40,163 


11,133 


29,030 


44,139 
18,503 


25,636 


Relation  of  obligations  to  outlays: 
71.00       Total  obligations 

72.40  Obligated  balance,  start  of  year:  Treasury  balance 
74.40  Obligated  balance,  end  of  year:  Treasury  balance 
90.00  Outlays 


25,433 

29,367 

25,636 

0 

473 

0 

473 

0 

0 

24,959 


29,840 


25,636 


Object  Classification  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification  Code  14-0787-0-1-301 


111  Personnel  compensation:  Full-time  permanent 

12.1  Civilian  personnel  benefits 

21.0  Travel  and  transportation  of  persons 

25.2  Other  services 

25.3  Purchases  of  goods  and  services  from 

Government  accounts 

41.0  Grants,  subsidies  and  contribuhons 
99.9  Total  obligations 


60 

290 

301 

142 

49 

51 

89 

10 

10 

15,292 

24,018 

19,954 

0 

0 

320 

9,850 

5,000 

5,000 

25,433 


29,367 


25,636 


Personnel  Summary 

Identification  Code  14-0787-0-1-301 

1994  actual 

1995  est. 

1996  est. 

Total  compensable  workyears: 

Full-time  equivalent  employment 

. 

1 

5 

5 
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Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation  Account 

Unavailable  Collections  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification  Code  14-5174-0-2-301  1994  actual  1995  est. 


1.99  Balance,  start  of  year                                                                                      0               13,579               23,570 
Receipts: 

2.01  State  contribution  to  principal 

2.02  Interest  on  principal 

2.03  Federal  contribution  to  principal 

2.04  Contributions  from  project  beneficaries  (District) 

2.05  Contributions  from  project  beneficaries  (WAP A) 

2.06  Arvnual  appropriations  for  Commission 
2.99  Total  receipts 

4.00  Total:  Balance  and  collections  18,679               29,478               39,885 

Appropriation: 

5.01  Utah  reclamation  mitigation  and  conservation  account        -5,100      -5,908      -6,075 

5.99  Total  appropriation                                                                       -5,100                -5,908                -6,075 


3,000 

3,000 

3,000 

79 

1,991 

2,240 

5,000 

5,000 

5,000 

750 

773 

792 

5,000 

5,135 

5,283 

4,850 

0 
15,899 

0 

18,679 

16,315 

7.99  Balance,  end  of  year  13,579  23,570  33,810 


12 
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Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation  Account  (cont'd) 

Program  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification  Code  14-5174-0-2-301 


Program  by  activities: 
lO.CX)       Total  obligations  (object  class  25.2) 

Financing: 
21.40       Unobligated  balance  available,  start  of  year: 

Treasury  balance 
24.40       Unobligated  balance  available,  end  of  year: 

Treasury  balance 
39.00  Budget  authority 


Budget  authority: 
Current: 

Appropriation  (special  fund,  definite) 
Transferred  from  Central  Utah  Project  completion 
account 
Appropriation  (total) 


40.20 
42.00 


43.00 


60.25 


Permanent: 

Appropriation  (special  fund,  indefinite) 


Relation  of  obhgations  to  outlays: 
71.00       Total  obhgations 

72.40  Obligated  balance,  start  of  year:  Treasury  balance 
74.40  Obligated  balance,  end  of  year:  Treasury  balance 
90.00  Outlays 


4,606 


4,850 


250 


4,606 

0 

-3,461 


17,535 


17,535 
3,461 
-3,408 


24,578 


0 

-494 

0 

494 

0 

0 

5,100 

17,041 

24,578 

4,850 

0 

0 

0 

11,133 

18,503 

18,503 


6,075 


24,578 
3,408 
^,916 


1,146 


17,588 


23,071 


9(M)67    0—95- 
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Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you.  Under  the  poUcy  estabUshed  by  our 
former  Chairman  and  still  present  Member,  we  have  always  recog- 
nized members  of  this  committee  who  have  a  direct  relationship 
with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  In  this  case,  you  have  a  greater 
impact  in  California  than  you  have  Alabama,  New  Jersey  or  Indi- 
ana, so  at  this  time  we  recognize  Mr.  Fazio. 

MR.  FAZIO'S  OPENING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Fazio.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  thank  you,  Mr.  Bevill 
along  with  Mr.  Frelinghuysen,  for  letting  me  go  first  here.  I  nor- 
mally take  far  too  much  time  on  these  occasions,  but  I  am  re- 
strained by  the  fact  that  I  am  supposed  to  be  at  the  House  Over- 
sight Hearing  on  Committee  Budgets.  I  am  the  Ranking  Member 
there,  so  maybe  that  will  keep  me  from  going  overly  long. 

KESTERSON  REPORT 

First,  I  wanted  to  welcome  all  of  you  and  thank  you,  Dan,  for  de- 
livering to  the  committee  the  Kesterson  report,  which  has  been  so 
long  coming.  I  think  it  is  five  years  now  perhaps  that  we  have  been 
waiting  for  that,  but  it  is  done,  and  I  want  to  celebrate  the  occa- 
sion. 

Do  you  want  to  comment  on  what  it  says  briefly? 

Mr.  Beard.  Yes.  I  think  the  issue  here  was  that  the  committee 
made  available  over  an  extended  period  of  time,  approximately  $80 
million  to  clean  up  Kesterson  Reservoir  and  then  to  study  how  one 
might  address  the  issue  of  drainage  problems  in  the  San  Joaquin 
Valley. 

The  issue,  then,  was  should  these  expenditures  be  reimbursed 
and  who  should  reimburse  them.  The  thrust  of  the  report  is  that 
we  have  spent  a  long  time  examining  this  issue,  and  have  con- 
cluded that  the  law  presently  does  not  enable  us  to  forgive  repay- 
ment of  these  expenditures  so  that  they,  under  the  laws  that  exist, 
must  be  repaid  in  accordance  with  existing  law. 

What  the  report  does  note  is  that,  I  think  a  good  case  can  be 
made  that  about  $50  million  of  the  $80  million  should  not — does 
not  need  to  be  repaid,  that  it  is  a  nonreimbursable  expenditure.  We 
spent  those  funds  in  the  pursuit  of  knowledge.  It  benefited  the  tax- 
payers in  general,  and  that  obligation  ought  not  to  be  placed  on  the 
California  water  users  involved. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Does  it  take  a  change  of  law  in  order  to  do  that? 

Mr.  Beard.  It  does  take  a  change  of  law  in  order  to  do  that.  This 
is  the  recommendation  in  the  report.  But  we  are  not  going  to  send 
the  bill  out,  if  you  will,  until  next  January,  and  we  are  going  to 
give  the  Congress  an  appropriate  period  of  time  to  wrestle  with 
this  question  and  decide  whether  or  not  it  agrees. 

Mr.  Fazio.  It  is  something  we  may  want  to  take  up  in  concert 
with  Mr.  Young  and  his  committee  and  others  of  jurisdiction  there. 
I  wanted  to  also  thank  you  for  the  work  that  Betsy  Rieke  and 
Roger  Patterson  did. 

bay/delta  agreements 

Mr.  Secretary,  I  agree  that  this  Bay/Delta  agreement  is  extraor- 
dinary and  historic,  and  frankly,  I  am  very  relieved  at  the  degree 
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to  which  it  has  been  broadly  accepted,  I  think,  by  all  elements  of 
the  water  users  of  California.  I  think  it  is,  obviously,  a  good  sign 
that  perhaps  the  overly  political  atmosphere  which  I  think  re- 
strained us  from  doing  a  lot  of  things  that  needed  to  be  done  is  be- 
hind us  for  the  time  being. 

I  hope  we  can  go  on  and  do  a  lot  of  other  things  that  will  not 
make  all  of  us  happy,  but  at  least  will  provide  the  certainty  that 
I  think  has  been  so  lacking  out  there.  That  will  allow  people  to  go 
ahead  and  plan  and  make  decisions  based  on  some  firm  foundation. 

CVP  CONTRACT  RENEWAL 

One  of  the  things  I  would  like  to  get  into  today  is  perhaps  best 
made  clear  by  the  debate  we  have  just  had  over  the  biological  opin- 
ion associated  with  the  interim  CVP  contract  renewal  process.  In 
my  view,  it  was  an  attempt  by  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  folks  at 
the  grassroots  level  to  use  this  three-year  interim  contract,  which 
as  we  all  understand  is  something  that  may  last  a  little  longer  as 
we  continue  to  work  with  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement 
Act,  to  put  in  place  a  sweeping  mitigation  program  for  the  alleged 
environmental  impacts  of  40  years  of  the  CVP's  operations  in  both 
the  Sacramento  and  San  Joaquin  Valleys. 

I  want  to  thank  both  of  you  and  others  for  having  fought  through 
some  of  this  overly  bureaucratic  micromanagement,  in  my  view.  I 
want  to  particularly  give  Dan  Foltz,  the  assistant  regional  director 
of  the  Mid-Pacific  region  credit  for  his  efforts.  He  was  tenacious  in 
trying  to  resolve  this. 

Mollie  Beattie,  as  well,  when  she  understood  the  issues,  was  very 
helpful  in  trying  to  resolve  this  dispute,  but  I  am  sorry  it  reached 
the  level  it  did,  and  I  am  concerned  that  what  we  must  continue 
to  pay  attention  to  is  the  way  the  field  seems  to  implement  things 
that  are  not  necessarily  the  policy  that  people  here  in  Washington 
have. 

I  am  concerned,  very  honestly,  that  we  not  find  future  problems 
cropping  up  in  this  whole  process  as  we  go  over  the  next  few 
months  and  try  to  resolve  these  issues.  The  perception  in  my  area 
of  the  country  is  that  we  have  a  disconnect  between  the  policy- 
makers and  the  implementers  of  policy.  And  given  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  particularly,  which  seems  to  be  a  bottoms-up  kind  of 
approach,  we  often  find  things  getting  out  of  control,  and  creating 
a  tremendous  amount  of  ill  will,  hard  feelings,  and  I  might  say,  po- 
litical bruising.  I  wondered  if  you  could  speak  to  the  general  con- 
cern that  I  have  referenced  and,  specifically,  this  process  of  interim 
contract  renewal.  I  would  be  interested  to  hear  from  both  of  you. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Congressman,  let  me  make  some  general 
comments,  then  I  will  ask  Dan  to  deal  with  the  contract  renewal 
issues.  What  I  learned  in  the  process  of  the  Bay/Delta  negotiation 
was  that  the  only  way  to  get  past  30  years  of  antagonisms  and  po- 
larization out  there  is  to  do  what  you  suggest.  If  I  made  one  deci- 
sion that  I  think  really  worked,  it  was  sending  Betsy  Rieke  out  to 
be  my  personal  representative — to  bring  the  agencies  together  and 
to  spend  her  time  traveling  through  the  communities  of  California 
listening  and  bringing  people  together. 
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DEPARTURE  OF  BETSY  RIEKE 


Now,  what  I  am  concerned  about  is  that  Betsy  is  leaving,  unhap- 
pily and  unfortunately,  but  she  goes  with  my  blessing  to  a  very  im- 
portant new  assignment. 

Mr.  Fazio.  I  wish  her  well,  but  I  am  terribly  unhappy  about  her 
decision.  It  is  a  tough  job  for  you  to  fill. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  It  is.  Specifically,  with  respect  to  the  Central 
Valley,  what  I  hope  to  do,  irrespective  of  who  we  nominate  to  be 
assistant  secretary,  is  name  a  personal  representative  in  the 
central  valley  who  will  continue  Betsy's  work  with  the  Bay/Delta 
issues,  but  expand  that  process  to  include  dealing  with  some  of 
these  other  issues.  This  includes  Endangered  Species  Act  issues 
that  we  have  had  so  much  confusion  with  and  to  see  if  we  can't 
blend  this  process  in  a  way  that  gets  away  from  this  people  in  iso- 
lation doing  regulation,  which  then  moves  up  to  a  crisis.  I  hope 
within  the  next  few  weeks  to  find  that  person,  in  consultation  with 
the  interested  members  of  the  California  delegation,  and  see  if  we 
can  broaden  the  process. 

Mr.  Fazio.  It  is  an  idea  that  we  have  talked  about  in  the  past, 
you  and  I,  and  I  certainly  urge  that  we  move  with  haste  because 
there  are  so  many  issues  on  the  table,  and  we  do  need  people  from 
the  policy  level  involved  on  a  daily  basis,  not  to  say  that  Dan  isn't 
often  involved  in  these  issues,  and  we  will  hear  from  him  now,  but 
there  are  just  so  many.  And  I  must  say  they  are  absolutely  crucial 
to  a  number  of  us,  and  I  want  to  encourage  as  much  haste  as  pos- 
sible. 

Dan. 

Mr.  Beard.  The  only  thing  I  would  add,  Congressman,  is  that  we 
have  had  to  change  the  way  we  do  business  in  California  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  problems  that  we  have  had,  and  in  the  past  there  have 
been  far  too  many  people  digging  into  their  own  foxhole  and  not 
talking  to  the  people  in  the  other  foxholes,  if  you  will. 

It  has  been  very  difficult,  I  think,  to  get  people  to  come  out  of 
their  agencies  and  deal  collectively  with  these  issues  because  we  all 
have  a  stake  in  them.  I  think  the  hallmark,  the  reason  why  the 
California  effort  has  been  so  successful  is  that  we  have  gotten 
agencies  that  historically  had  a  lot  of  suspicion  and  distrust  with 
one  another  to  work  together  toward  a  common  objective. 

The  Club  Fed  process  included  EPA,  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce and  the  Interior  agencies.  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Reclama- 
tion, which  worked  together  toward  a  common  objective.  It  is  sad 
to  say  that  it  is  an  historic  event  in  some  regards  because  people 
ought  to  expect  that  from  Federal  agencies.  It  is  a  process  which 
we  are  trying  to  duplicate  elsewhere  in  Reclamation  and  in  other 
Interior  agencies,  to  try  to  break  down  these  walls  that  exist  be- 
tween the  agencies  and  get  them  to  work  together. 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE 

Mr.  Fazio.  Would  you  speak,  Dan,  briefly,  though,  to  the  bottom- 
up/top-down  problem  we  seem  to  have,  particularly  with  Fish  and 
Wildlife? 
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Mr.  Beard.  Well,  I  would  leave  comments  about  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  to  the  Secretary  or  to  Mollie  Beattie,  who  is  the 
Director,  but  I  would  say  that  I  think  our  relationship  has  im- 
proved greatly  because  of  the  personalities  involved.  I  think  a  will- 
ingness on  the  part  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  staff  and  Reclama- 
tion staff  to  sit  down  at  the  table  and  work  towards  the  objectives 
that  the  Secretary  has  laid  out  for  us. 

SALE  OF  CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT 

Mr.  Fazio.  Well,  I  certainly  hope  we  can  see  more  fruit  from  that 
effort  in  the  future.  It  has  been  a  continuing  problem.  I^et  me  ask 
about  the  possible  sale  of  the  CVP,  at  the  same  time  that  the  ad- 
ministration is  talking  about  selling  the  power  marketing  agencies, 
particularly  WAPA,  which,  of  course,  directly  relates  to  the  CVP. 

I  wonder  what  the  administration's  view  of  this  is.  To  some,  of 
course,  these  coming  along  at  a  similar  point  in  time  may  be  an 
opportunity,  or  it  may  produce  an  inability  to  move  on  either.  I 
would  be  interested  in  the  reaction  of  either  of  you  as  to  how  the 
department  views  these  concepts  and  what  you  are  doing  to  either 
promote  them  or  retard  them  or  whatever  you  are  doing,  because 
it  is  obviously  very  important,  and  you  have  a  major  role. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Congressman,  I  have  given  a  lot  of  thought 
to  this  across  the  years.  In  fact,  several  astute  Californians  have 
retrieved  a  couple  of  speeches  that  I  gave  back  in  the  mid-1980s 
in  California  on  this  subject.  It  is  a  fascinating  subject  for  this  rea- 
son: I  think  we  all  recognize  that  the  traditional  Bureau  approach 
with  respect  to  discrete  projects  has  been  that  ultimately,  when  re- 
payment is  done,  they  ought  to  transition  into  the  hands  of  users. 
Indeed,  there  has  been  quite  a  bit  of  that  happening  around  the 
West,  and  I  think  that  should  continue  to  be  the  policy. 

Once  the  Federal  obligations  are  fulfilled,  there  is  no  reason  why 
intrastate  projects  shouldn't  move  toward  local  ownership  and  op- 
eration. Now,  the  interstate  projects  obviously  are  a  different  mat- 
ter. For  example,  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  we  can't  transfer 
title  to  Hoover  Dam  or  Glen  Canyon  or  Curecanti  or  Flaming  Gorge 
very  easily  because  they  are  the  operating  parts  of  an  interstate 
system. 

The  Central  Valley  Project  falls  somewhere  in  the  middle.  It  is 
by  its  terms  an  intrastate  project.  It  is,  nonetheless,  a  megaproject 
which  has  important  ramifications  as  it  relates  through  the  State 
water  connections  to  the  Colorado  River  and  the  Owens  Valley  ef- 
fort run  by  the  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Water  and  Power.  It  is 
an  intrastate  project  which  looks  a  lot  like  some  of  these  interstate 
ones. 

I  listen  to  the  State  of  California  in  Sacramento  say  we  would 
like  title  to  this  project  to  merge  it  with  the  operation  of  the  State 
Water  Project.  Then  I  hear  from  the  users  in  the  Central  Valley 
saying  wait  a  minute,  we  are  not  all  that  interested  in  substituting 
California  bureaucracy  for  Federal  bureaucracy.  We  would  like  to 
take  title  to  it  in  the  classic  reclamation  mode,  which  is  devolving 
it  to  user  control.  At  that  point  I  hear  the  Metropolitan  Water  Dis- 
trict and  other  Southern  California  water  people  saying  well,  wait 
a  minute,  this  has  ramifications  for  us  as  well. 
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Now,  in  the  midst  of  all  this  my  position  is  that  we  are  really 
open-minded.  We  would  like  to  hear  this  debate  for  this  reason. 
The  important  thing  is  not  who  holds  title.  The  important  thing  is 
how  in  this  new  era  we  work  out  all  these  operating  relationships, 
and  move  all  this  water  management,  including  the  Bay/Delta  set- 
tlement, toward  a  workable  equilibrium. 

We  are  in  midstream  on  these  issues  right  now.  I  think  we  are 
three  to  five  years  away  from  an  equilibrium,  which  will  put  the 
transfer  of  the  CVP  on  the  back  burner  because  everybody  will  un- 
derstand. There  will  be  certainty,  and  it  will  all  be  working. 

Now,  I  think  the  important  thing  is  to  deal  with  these  oper- 
ational issues,  saying  to  all  the  parties  perhaps  the  pattern  of  ulti- 
mate title  will  become  very  clear  as  we  begin  to  solve  these  prob- 
lems. I  think  there  are  things  out  there  that  will  answer  this  ques- 
tion for  us.  As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  there  ought  not  to  be  any 
presumption  that  this  thing  should  remain  with  the  Bureau  of  Rec- 
lamation in  perpetuity. 

There  are  a  lot  of  difficult  questions.  I  have  got  an  open  mind. 
I  think  it  would  be  extraordinarily  complex  for  the  Congress  to  try 
to  make  that  decision  on  the  front  end  of  this  transition  rather 
than  allowing  it  to  take  place  first. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Of  course,  this  issue  of  selling  the  power  components 
separately  from  the  water  components  complicates  the  issue.  Do 
you  want  to  speak  to  that  one,  Dan,  at  all? 

Mr.  Beard.  The  only  thing  I  would  say  is  to  amplify  what  the 
Secretary  pointed  out  about  the  difficulty.  It  sounds  very  easy  in 
the  abstract,  but  as  you  get  into  it,  it  becomes  exceedingly  difficult. 
I  mean,  what  do  you  do  about  the  power  users.  They  all  have  con- 
tracts, and  those  contracts  have  to  be  honored. 

What  do  you  do  about  all  the  other  stakeholders  that  are  in- 
volved? There  are  all  the  various  users  and  municipal  and  indus- 
trial water  supply  customers  of  the  project.  Their  contracts  have  to 
be  honored  and  they  have  to  be  represented  in  some  way.  Then 
there  are  all  the  various  interest  groups  and  Federal  laws  that  con- 
nect as  well,  and  it  is  not  only  title  and  who  operates,  but  under 
what  terms  and  conditions,  which  are  really  laid  out  in  Federal 
law.  State  law,  permits,  and  other  requirements.  It  is  an  exceed- 
ingly difficult  issue,  but  it  is  one,  as  the  Secretary  said,  we  are 
open  to  discuss  it,  talk  about  it,  and  grapple  with  it. 

SHASTA  TEMPERATURE  CONTROL  DEVICE 

Mr.  Fazio.  I  just  have  two  questions  on  specifics,  and  I  will  place 
a  lot  of  other  questions  in  the  record.  One,  and  I  will  ask  these  of 
you,  Dan,  because  I  think  they  are  directly  in  your  purview,  con- 
cerns the  Shasta  Dam  Temperature  Control  Device.  Everybody  un- 
derstands how  important  this  is  to  the  fisheries,  and  yet  we  see  in 
the  budget  that  we  have  assumed  a  substantial  contribution  from 
the  State  of  California.  I  understand  your  motivation.  I  understand 
the  difficulty  they  are  having  with  their  continuing  recession  and 
its  impact  on  the  State  budget. 

We  are  not  going  to  let  this  get  away  from  us,  are  we?  Have  you 
got  off'sets?  How  do  you  intend  to  proceed  if  the  cost  sharing  isn't 
there? 
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Mr.  Beard.  Well,  we  have  assumed  in  this  budget  the  contribu- 
tion of  $20  million  from  the  State  of  California  for  the  Shasta  tem- 
perature control  device.  We  have  footnoted  the  budget  to  say  that 
our  request  will  be  adjusted  around  the  end  of  March,  if  for  some 
reason,  we  get  no  indication  from  the  State  that  it  is  going  to  come 
up  with  its  funds. 

What  it  will  mean  is  that  we  will  have  to  send  a  budget  amend- 
ment up  and  that  budget  amendment  will  have  to  readjust  our  re- 
quest within  the  overall  total  that  we  have  been  given  by  the  Presi- 
dent, and  we  will  do  so.  I  must  say,  though,  in  the  authorizing  leg- 
islation it  says  very  clearly  that  this  will  be  a  cost-shared  project 
and  we  could  not  proceed  until  we  had  a  cost-sharing  agreement 
executed  with  the  State,  which  the  State  has  executed.  I  would 
hope  that  the  state  would  honor  that  agreement  and  find  a  way  to 
provide  these  funds  because  it  isn't  just  the  Shasta  temperature 
control  device.  There  are  other  facilities  that  are  involved  as  well. 
Red  Bluff  being  one. 

RED  BLUFF  DIVERSION  DAM 

Mr.  Fazio.  I  was  very  concerned  about  the  question  of  cost  shar- 
ing on  the  Red  Bluff  Diversion  Dam.  The  diversion  dam,  as  you 
know,  is  in  my  district,  one  of  the  more  important  issues  we  have 
got  to  resolve,  and  I  would  urge  you  to  speak  just  briefly  to  that, 
if  you  could. 

Mr.  Beard.  Well,  I  think  the  important  thing,  in  both  cases,  is 
that  these  are  very  high  priority  projects.  They,  along  with  Glenn- 
Colusa,  are  fundamentally  important  to  the  restoration  of  the  fish- 
ery and  to  eliminate  some  very  difficult  problems  for  the  local  dis- 
tricts. 

I  am  committed  to  seeing  these  projects  through  and  getting 
them  done,  but  I  am  also  committed  to  making  sure  that  the  State 
of  California  comes  up  with  its  end  of  the  bargain.  The  state  has 
already  committed  to  this,  and  I  must  say  that  all  the  various 
users  and  interests  out  there  have  been  very  supportive  of  our  ef- 
forts to  get  a  contribution  from  the  State. 

We  think  it  is  critical,  but  if  for  some  reason  it  doesn't  happen, 
we  are  going  to  have  to  make  some  trade-offs  and  some  reductions 
in  other  areas  to  come  up  with  those  funds,  but  we  will  do  so. 

GLENN-COLUSA  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT 

Mr.  Fazio.  Well,  the  last  one  I  wanted  to  touch  on  was  Glenn- 
Colusa,  as  you  know,  another  major  irrigation  district  in  my  dis- 
trict. The  problem,  of  course,  is  no  funding  in  the  bill  this  year  that 
you  have  submitted.  The  budget  does  not  include  it. 

I  understand  that  we  are  going  to  have  to  have  some  funding  to 
keep  this  on  the  optimum  schedule  that  I  think  we  all  want  to  fol- 
low. I  understand  also  that  the  Bureau  has  moved  some  $75,000 
from  the  fish  screen  account  to  pay  for  work  elsewhere  in  the  Sac- 
ramento River  Division,  and  I  am  concerned  that  we  need  to  re- 
place that  funding  that  was  already  provided  as  well  as  to  find  a 
way  to  get  additional  funding  in  this  fiscal  year.  I  would  urge  your 
support  for  doing  that,  and  I  would  love  to  hear  your  comments. 

Mr.  Beard.  Well,  the  $75,000  will  be  replaced.  The  issue  of 
whether  we  need  construction  funding  or  funds  in  1996,  again,  was 
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a  close  call  on  our  part.  The  EIS  is  under  way.  I  think  it  is  in  mid- 
1996  that  it  will  be  finalized. 

Then  the  question  was  how  much  money  and  could  we  let  a  con- 
tract in  fiscal  1996,  assuming  the  normal  procedural  hoops  for  all 
the  paperwork  that  comes  out  of  an  EIS.  I  would  just  have  to  tell 
you  it  was  a  judgment  call  on  my  part  that  we  didn't  need  to  in- 
clude it  in  the  1996  budget  request,  and,  again,  it  was  a  judgment. 
But  I  would  say  to  you,  I  visited  Glenn-Colusa,  I  have  spent  time 
there,  and  I  understand  the  problem  and  the  priority  and  the  need 
for  it.  It  is  a  critical  project,  and  it  is  very  important  to  the  restora- 
tion of  the  fishery  and  to  future  water  use  along  the  Sacramento 
River,  so  we  are  supportive  of  the  project.  We  are  going  to  get  it 
completed  as  quickly  as  possible. 

This  is  one,  incidentally,  where  the  local  sponsors  have  been  very 
supportive.  They  have  come  up  with,  I  think,  $4  million  and  they 
have  $6  million  in  a  trust  fund.  It  isn't  because  of  a  lack  of  local 
cost  sharing  or  local  support. 

Mr.  Fazio.  I  am  very  proud  of  the  attitude  that  has  been  taken 
there.  It  is  a  change  in  the  historic  attitude  that  was 
confrontational,  and  I  must  say  that  there  are  many,  many 
projects,  very  expensive  fish  screen  projects  all  along  the  river  that 
my  constituents  are  going  to  have  to  be  partially  responsible  for. 
But  we  do  need  to  move  on  them,  and  there  are  so  many  that  are 
not  only  important  to  the  farmers  and  their  need  for  irrigation,  but 
for  the  fisheries.  We  are  just  losing  too  many  fish  in  these  diver- 
sions that  historically  never  had  to  worry  about  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  or  the  impact  on  our  commercial  and  recreational  fish- 
ing industry.  So  just  suffice  it  to  say,  we  want  to  work  with  you 
to  make  sure  that  we  don't  miss  any  opportunities  to  stay  on  sched- 
ule. 

I  want  to  apologize  to  my  colleagues  for  the  amount  of  time  I 
have  taken  and  indicate  that  I  have  many,  many  questions  for  the 
record,  and  hope  we  can  continue  to  work  together  on  some  of  these 
very  difficult  and  very  intractable,  at  least,  in  historic  terms,  prob- 
lems that  I  happen  to  be  right  in  the  middle  of  on  a  daily  basis. 
And  I  hope  that  the  positive  attitude  that  you  have  indicated  here 
today  will  continue,  and  I  know  the  individual  we  have  talked 
about  joining  the  team  can  make  a  big  difference  for  all  of  us  in 
resolving  many  other  problems  that  we  haven't  even  had  time  to 
discuss. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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THE  HONORABLE  VIC  FAZIO 
QUESTIONS  FOR  SECRETARY  OF  THE  INTERIOR  BABBITT 

BIOLOGICAL  OPINIONS 

I  would  like  to  thank  both  you,  Secretary  Babbitt,  and  Commissioner 
Beard  for  your  efforts  to  address  the  problems  that  emerged  over  the  last  two 
months  with  the  biological  opinion  associated  with  the  interim  CVP  contract 
renewal  process. 

That  original  document  laid  out  far-reaching  and  unprecedented 
conditions  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  water  districts  would  be 
required  to  meet  to  avoid  Jeopardizing  several  listed  species  in  the  Valley. 
From  my  point  of  view,  it  was  an  attempt  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to 
use  the  three -year  interim  contracts  to  put  in  place  a  sweeping  mitigation 
program  for  the  alleged  environmental  impacts  of  40  years  of  CVP  operations. 

Fortunately,  again  to  your  credit  and  the  credit  of  your  respective 
staffs,  it  appears  progress  may  have  been  made  to  begin  to  turn  this  issue 
around . 

With  respect  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  I'd  particularly  like  to 
highlight  the  good  work  of  the  Assistant  Regional  Director  for  the  Mid-Pacific 
Region,  Dan  Fults,  who  has  been  tenacious  in  his  efforts  to  see  that  this 
issue  is  resolved  in  a  reasonable  manner. 

I'd  also  like  to  highlight  the  good  work  of  Mollie  Beattle,  Director  of 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.   When  this  issue  was  raised  to  her 
attention  a  few  weeks  ago,  she  was  very  responsive  to  my  concerns  and  the 
concerns  of  other  Members  from  the  Central  Valley.   It  is  unfortunate  that 
this  dispute  necessarily  reached  this  level  of  intensity  and  review. 

We  are  encouraged  by  some  of  the  changes  in  the  biological  opinion. 
However,  I  would  just  caution  that  we  need  to  ensure  that  the  flexibility 
reflected  in  this  latest  biological  opinion  carries  over  to  the  actual 
implementation  in  the  field  and  to  the  development  of  the  final  critical  needs 
plan. 

I  am  very  concerned  that  the  changes  that  have  been  made  will  continue 
to  come  under  fire,  particularly  from  those  within  the  Service,  who  will  be 
working  with  the  Bureau  to  implement  the  Biological  Opinion. 

I  Just  want  to  encourage  you  both  to  keep  this  on  your  watch  list  to  see 
that  this  issue  stays  on  the  right  track,  and  I  appreciate  your  efforts  to  see 
this  matter  fairly  resolved. 

The  perception  in  my  District  is  that  this  process  got  out  of  hand 
because  there  was  once  again  a  disconnect  between  those  in  Washington  who  make 
policy  and  those  in  California  who  implement  policy. 
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nr.  Fazio.   Is  this  perception  of  a  dlsconnecc  between  policy  and 
Inplenentatlon  merely  a  perception? 

Nr.  Babbitt.   In  general,  there  Is  good  coouaunlcatlon  between  the 
Interior  offices  In  Washington  that  establish  policy  and  the  offices  at 
regional  and  field  levels  that  implement  those  policies.   There  are,  however, 
Instances  where  the  people  in  the  field  who  are  in  charge  of  Implementing 
Individual  laws  and  programs  do  so  in  isolation  and  lose  sight  of  broader 
objectives. 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  has  Interior  done  to  make  sure  that  the  policy 
decisions  made  here  in  Washington  are  carried  out  as  they  are  envisioned? 

Mr.  Babbitt.   In  the  case  of  Bay-Delta  water  Issues,  a  key  move  on  my 
part  was  to  ask  Betsy  Rleke,  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Water  and  Science,  to 
be  my  personal  representative  and  to  bring  the  various  parts  of  Interior  and 
other  Federal  agencies  together  to  work  with  State,  local  and  private 
Interests  towards  a  common  objective-  protecting  the  aquatic  ecosystem  of  the 
Bay-Delta  while  providing  greater  reliability  for  urban  &  agricultural  water 
supplies. 

Mr.  Fazio.   While  I  know  you  and  I  both  disagree  with  micro -management 
from  Washington,  are  there  safeguards  we  can  put  in  place  to  curb  this 
perception  and  restore  the  people's  faith  in  the  process? 

Mr.  Babbitt.   I  intend  to  appoint  a  replacement  for  Ms.  Rleke  as  my 
personal  representative  in  the  Central  Valley  as  soon  as  possible.   One  of  the 
areas  this  new  person  would  focus  on  is  implementation  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  to  see  if  we  can't  work  out  reasonable  solutions  before  they 
become  crises. 

POSSIBLE  SALE  OF  THE  CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT 

Mr.  Fazio.   As  I  stated,  I  believe  that  it  is  up  to  the  proponents  who 
might  purchase  the  CVP  to  prove  that  they  can  finance  the  deal .   Nevertheless , 
in  these  times  of  downsizing  and  selling  off  Federal  assets,  we  need  to  give 
this  proposal  very  serious  consideration. 

Will  you  designate  a  point  of  contact  within  the  Department  for 
those  who  are  Interested  in  the  purchase  of  the  CVP? 

Mr.  Babbitt.   Yes,  we  will  make  certain  there  is  a  single  point  of 
contact  for  possible  transfer  of  the  Central  Valley  Project. 
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THE  HONORABLE  VIC  FAZIO 
QUESTIONS  FOR  COMMISSIONER  BEARD 

SHASTA  TEMPERATURE  CONTROL  DEVICE 

Mr.  Fazio.   I  am  pleased  that  we  have  made  progress  on  the  Shasta 
Temperature  Control  Device  (TCD) .   The  Temperature  Control  Device  Is  one  of 
the  most  Important  fixes  we  can  make  to  help  migrating  salmon  and  to  provide 
some  measure  of  certainty  to  all  project  beneficiaries. 

I  see  that  In  your  budget  you  have  assumed  a  substantial  contribution 
from  the  State  of  California.   I  understand  your  motivations;   the  State  of 
California  has  to  come  to  the  table  with  the  money  they  are  required  to 
provide  under  the  CVFIA. 

First,  what  form  does  this  commitment  need  to  take  to  satisfy  the 
Bureau? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  commitment  from  the  State  can  be  in  any  form  that 
provides  funding,  even  a  simple  letter. 

Mr.  Fazio.   Are  you  looking  for  a  statutory  commitment  or  a  commitment 
of  intent  from  the  Governor  or  some  other  form  of  commitment? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  only  commitment  necessary  is  written  confirmation  by 
March  31,  1995,  in  any  form,  that  the  State  of  California  will  meet  its 
commitment  to  provide  funding  no  later  than  October  1,  1995. 

Mr.  Fazio.   If  the  State  fails  to  provide  its  assumed  share,  how  will 
the  Bureau's  budget  be  "adjusted"  to  provide  for  this  contingency? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  authorizing  legislation  states  that  this  project  is  to 
be  cost-shared,  and  we  believe  California  will  produce  the  necessary  funds. 
However,  if  we  get  no  indication  from  the  State  by  the  end  of  March,  we  would 
have  to  adjust  our  request  within  the  overall  total. 

Mr.  Fazio.   Would  you  provide  the  Committee  with  that  list  of  offsets, 
this  morning? 

Mr.  Beard.   Because  of  the  Impacts  of  a  funding  reduction  of  this 
magnitude,  we  have  not  yet  determined  how  the  offsets  would  be  spread.   We 
need  to  wait  until  we  are  closer  to  the  end  of  March  to  see  which  projects  or 
programs  may  best  be  able  to  absorb  the  $20  million  cut. 

Mr.  Fazio.   For  the  record,  would  you  also  identify  the  criteria  and  the 
process  the  Bureau  would  use  to  find  those  offsets.  If  they  become  necessary? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  process  is  not  dissimilar  from  the  budget  formulation 
process,  which  Involves  the  consideration  of  a  broad  range  of  factors.   One 
part  of  the  process  will  be  to  evaluate  new  information  available  since 
transmittal  of  the  Budget  on  February  6th. 
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PROGRAMHATIC  EHVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT:   DELIVERY  ON  TIME 

Mr.  Fazio.   I  aa  extremely  concerned  about  the  Bureau  being  able  to 
deliver,  on  time,  the  Programmatic  EIS  called  for  by  the  Central  Valley 
Project  Improvement  Act.   As  you  know,  no  new  long-term  contracts  will  be  let 
until  the  completion  of  the  PEIS.   The  PEIS  must  be  completed  on  time. 

First,  is  the  Bureau  still  confident  that  It  will  be  able  to  deliver  the 
PEIS  on  time? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  the  PEIS, 
will  not  be  complete  on  October  30,  1995.   The  new  schedule  is  May  30,  1996. 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  potential  Impediments  are  there  to  the  delivery  of  the 
PEIS  on  time? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  need  for  rescheduling  was  due  to  adjustments  resulting 
from  the  recent  and  historic  Bay-Delta  Standards  Agreement  and  to  wait  for 
data  being  prepared  by  the  Anadromous  Fish  Restoration  group.   These  two 
pieces  of  information  were  critical  to  the  accuracy  of  the  document  and 
acceptance  from  the  many  interested  parties.   Both  pieces  of  information  are 
now  available  and  are  being  incorporated  into  the  analysis.   Further 
impediments  are  not  anticipated  and  we  are  proceeding  with  the  preparation  of 
the  document  as  rapidly  as  possible. 

Mr.  Fazio.   Does  the  Bureau  need  additional  resources  to  deliver  the 
PEIS  on  time? 

Mr.  Beard.   It  is  Reclamation's  view  that  even  with  additional  resources 
it  would  not  be  feasible  to  move  the  PEIS  back  to  Its  original  schedule.   The 
complexity  of  the  technical  issues  involved  and  the  regulatory  processes 
imposed  by  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  procedures  simply  foreclose  the 
option.   However,  we  share  your  sensitivity  to  the  need  for  timely  completion 
of  the  document  and  plan  to  maintain  our  current  schedule  and  finalize  it 
without  further  delay. 

PROGRAMMATIC  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT:   "NO-ACTION"  ALTERNATIVE 

Mr.  Fazio.   In  addition  to  being  delivered  on  time,  the  final  PEIS  must 
be  delivered  in  a  legally  adequate  form.   As  you  know,  the  No-Action 
Alternative  is  the  baseline  for  measuring  the  Impacts  of  the  CVP  on  the 
environment  and  the  impact  of  the  CVPIA  on  the  project's  beneficiaries. 

My  constituents  have  repeated  expressed  concern  about  the  legal 
defensibility  of  the  PEIS  "No-Action  Alternative."   Section  3409  of  the  CVPIA 
requires  the  PEIS  for  the  purpose  of  "analyzing  the  direct  and  indirect 
impacts  and  benefits  of  implementing  this  title,  including  all  fish,  wildlife, 
and  habitat  restoration  actions  and  the  potential  renewal  of  all  existing 
Central  Valley  Project  water  contracts." 
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The  statutory  language  directs  the  Bureau  to  look  at  the  direct  Impacts 
and  benefits  of  Implementing  the  CVPIA.   'Implementation,  of  course,  began  on 
the  date  of  enactment,  October  30,  1992.   Congress  intended  the  No-Action 
alternative  to  provide  a  snapshot  In  time  of  the  CVP  system's  impacts  and 
benefits  at  the  time  of  enactment.  October  30.  1992. 

Does  the  PEIS  No-Action  Alternative  use  a  baseline  date  of  October  30, 
1992? 

Mr.  Beard.   Yes,  the  baseline  date  for  the  No-Action  Alternative  begins 
with  October  30,  1992.  Using  the  procedures  described  in  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act,  we  developed  screening  criteria  to  identify  actions 
and  projects  that  Vould  have  occurred  during  the  period  of  analysis  absent  the 
enactment  of  Public  Law  102-575,  Title  XXXIV,  Central  Valley  Improvement  Act. 
The  screening  criteria  were  designed  to  minimize  speculation  and  characterize 
a  continued  level  of  management  direction  and  intensity  for  project  operations 
absent  Title  XXXIV.   The  No  Action  alternative  is  projected  forward  to 
October  30,  2022,  which  is  the  period  of  analysis,  using  this  methodology. 
The  No-  Action  Alternative,  as  just  described,  will  be  used  to  measure  the 
impact  of  the  alternatives  developed  for  implementation  of  the  Act. 

Mr.  Fazio.   If  not,  what  date  has  the  Bureau  used? 

Mr.  Beard.   Using  the  process  just  described.  Reclamation  used  a 
baseline  date  of  October  30,  1992,  for  projecting  actions  forward  to 
October  30,  2022,  developing  the  No-Action  Alternative.   We  believe  this 
process  is  in  harmony  with  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  guidance  and 
consistent  with  the  instruction  in  public  law  102-575,  Title  XXXIV,  Section 
3409,  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act. 

Mr.  Fazio.   Does  the  PEIS  recognize  the  preeminence  of  California  State 
water  law,  and  specifically,  the  concept  of  "priority  of  right,"  as  determined 
by  the  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board? 

Mr.  Beard.    Yes,  and  as  an  example,  assumptions  for  the  Bay-Delta 
operations  for  water  quality  standards  in  the  PEIS  No-Action  Alternative  fully 
recognize  the  "priority  of  right"  and  do  not  assume  those  water  quality 
standards  be  met  by  parties  beyond  that  Imposed  by  the  State  Water  Resources 
Control  Board. 

Mr.  Fazio.   Please  provide  for  the  record  in  detail  the  major 
assumptions  used  in  developing  the  No-Action  Alternative  and  the  authority  for 
those  assumptions. 

Mr.  Beard.   The  major  assumptions  are  provided  for  the  record. 
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[Information  for  the  Record:] 

Trinity  River  Mlnlmiun  Fish  Flows  -  340,000  acre -feet/year  In  all  years. 

Central  Valley  Project  Operating  Criteria  Procedures  -  Continued 
operations  as  presented  In  the  October  1992  CVP-OCAP  and  other  operational 
procedures  and  as  impacted  by  biological  opinions  and  water  quality  standards. 

Reclamation  Reform  Act  -  Use  existing  acreage  limitation  regulations 
adopted  to  Implement  Reclamation  Reform  Act  of  1982 . 

Contract  Renewals  -  Renewable  contracts  will  be  renewed  per  Act  of  1956, 
Administration  of  Contract  Under  Section  9,  Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939; 
and  June  21,  1963,  Renewal  of  Water  Supply  Contract  Act,  by  the  year  2022. 
Assume  existing  rate-setting  and  cost-allocation  policies. 

Contract  Amounts  -  Agriculture:  Not  to  exceed  maximum  contract  amounts 
historically  delivered  during  period  of  1980-1992.   Municipal  and  Industrial: 
Up  to  maximum  contract  amounts  if  historically  delivered  or  If  environmental 
documentation  and  permits  are  completed  and  approved.   Refuges:   Continued 
delivery  of  CVP  water  up  to  Level  2  amounts. 

Ability  to  Pay  -  Included  In  the  No -Action  Alternative. 

Bay  Delta  Operations  -  Operated  In  accordance  with  the  December  1994 
approved  Water  Quality  Control  Plan  and  new  Delta  Smelt  and  Winter  Run  Chinook 
Salmon  biological  opinions. 

Power  Production  -  Will  not  optimize  water  releases  to  improve  power 
production. 

Water  Rights  -  Assume  total  water  rights  can  be  diverted  unless 
restricted  by  water  quality  standards  or  minimum  fish  flows. 

Water  Quality  Requirements  -  Assume  long-term  biological  opinion  for 
winter-run  chlnook  salmon  to  be  met  by  Central  Valley  Project  and  State  Water 
project  In  the  Sacramento  River. 

Water  Conservation  -  Assume  water  conservation  levels  In  Department  of 
Water  Resources  Bulletin  160-93  California  Water  Plan  Update,  and  developed 
economic  models  to  maintain  profitable  agricultural  production. 

The  authority  for  these  assumptions  is  public  law  102-575,  Title  XXXIV, 
Section  3409,  Central  Valley  Improvement  Act  that  requires  a  programmatic 
environmental  Impact  statement  be  prepared  pursuant  to  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act.   In  accordance  with  this  act,  screening  criteria 
were  developed  and  applied  to  determine  the  facilities  and  policies  to  be 
included  In  the  No-Action  Alternative. 
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SACRAMENTO  RIVER  DIVISION 

Mr.  Fazio.   As  concerned  as  I  an  about  the  Shasta  Temperature  Control 
Device,  I  am  equally  concerned  about  the  deficiencies  in  other  parts  of  the 
CVP  budget  submission.   In  these  other  divisions  of  the  CVP,  however,  there  Is 
no  Indication  that  the  Bureau  will  find  offsets  to  keep  these  projects  on 
schedule,  In  the  event  that  the  State  of  California  does  not  come  through  with 
some  cost-sharing  In  Fiscal  Year  1996. 

Specifically,  I  am  very  concerned  about  the  proposed  budget  for  the 
Sacramento  River  Division.   For  example,  addressing  the  fish  passage  problem 
at  the  Red  Bluff  Diversion  Dam,  as  you  very  well  know,  is  viewed  by  most  of 
the  fishery  resource  agencies  as  the  second  highest  priority  among  all  of  the 
structural  fixes  authorized  in  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act. 

Yet,  the  Bureau's  budget  underfunds  further  modifications  to  the  Red 
Bluff  Pilot  Pumping  Plant  as  well  as  the  Pilot  Plant  evaluation  by  what 
appears  to  be  $2.2  million,  which  your  budget  cites  as  a  non-Federal 
contribution  to  work  in  the  Division. 

If  the  State  money  does  not  materialize.  Is  it  the  Bureau's  intention  to 
simply  let  the  schedule  for  this  project  slip? 

Mr.  Beard.   It  is  not  our  intention  to  let  the  schedule  slip.   It  could 
become  necessary  to  reprogram  funds  to  this  project  if  the  State  funds  are  not 
made  available;  however,  we  are  currently  working  on  an  individual  Task  Order 
with  the  State  of  California  in  anticipation  of  the  receipt  of  funding.   Also, 
cost-sharing  by  local  entities  will  be  pursued. 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  funding  level  would  be  needed  to  provide  the  optimum 
amount  of  funds  for  this  project  in  Fiscal  Year  19967 

Mr.  Beard.   The  optimum  funding  required  for  the  Fish  Passage  Program  is 
$600,000  and  the  evaluation  of  the  Demonstration  Research  Facility  is 
$1,600,000. 

GLENN- COLUSA  IRRIGATION  DISTRICT  (GCID) 

Mr.  Fazio.   Similarly,  the  Bureau's  budget  contains  no  funds  for 
addressing  the  fish  passage  Issues  at  Glenn-Colusa  Irrigation  District's 
Hamilton  City  Pumping  Plant.   The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has 
consistently  cited  building  a  new  fish  screen  at  this  pumping  plant  as  its 
third  highest  priority,  behind  the  TCD  and  the  Red  Bluff  Diversion  Dam  fix. 

It  Is  certainly  a  high  priority  for  the  GCID  water  users.  They  have  set 
aside  $3.5  million  for  their  share  of  this  project  and  by  the  end  of  this 
calendar  year  will  have  $5.5  million  in  a  trust  account  specifically  for 
construction  of  a  permanent,  new  fish  screen.  Moreover,  the  District  and  the 
State  have  assumed  a  full  30  percent  of  all  costs  associated  with  the  project 
thus  far.  This  is  In  excess  of  the  entire  non-Federal  cost-share  required  in 
the  authorization  bill.   It  is  my  understanding  that  the  GCID  project  needs 
$3  million  from  the  Bureau  to  stay  on  track.  This  will  enable  construction  to 
get  underway  in  Fiscal  Year  1996. 
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Mr.  Fazio.  What  is  your  vinderstanding  of  the  level  of  funding  that  is 
required  to  keep  this  project  on  an  optimum  schedule  in  Fiscal  Year  1996? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  $3  million  you  cited  would  be  sufficient  to  keep  this 
project  on  an  optimum  schedule.   However,  construction  will  not  be  initiated 
until  fiscal  year  1997  due  to  a  5  month  delay  experienced  by  the  participating 
agencies  in  selecting  a  preferred  alternative.   This  should  not  significantly 
impact  completion  of  construction  because  the  original  contract  award  date  in 
November  1996  would  not  have  allowed  much  construction  progress  during  the 
winter  months  due  to  presence  of  the  endangered  winter  run  chinook  salmon  and 
high  river  water  at  the  construction  site.   The  current  contract  award  date  is 
in  May  1997.   We  have  minimized  the  amount  of  delay  in  selecting  a  preferred 
alternative  by  initiating  the  design  phase.   The  designers  are  developing  and 
analyzing  the  top  five  alternatives  in  more  detail  so  that  the  resulting 
additional  data  can  be  used  for  selecting  a  recommended  plan.   We  are  using  a 
combination  of  computer  and  physical  models  to  better  analyze  the  top 
alternatives. 

Mr.  Fazio.   It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Bureau  has  moved  $75,000 
from  the  GCID  fish  screen  account  to  pay  for  work  elsewhere  in  the  Sacramento 
River  Division.   Will  you  please  take  whatever  steps  are  necessary  to  restore 
these  funds  to  the  GCID  project  and  report  back  to  the  Committee  on  how  you 
will  accomplish  this  goal? 

Mr.  Beard.   When  the  construction  funds  are  needed,  they  will  be 
replaced.   This  would  probably  be  done  through  a  standard  reprogranuning 
letter,  which  would  be  sent  to  the  Committee. 

Mr.  Fazio.   Is  this  project  a  high  priority  for  the  Bureau? 

Mr.  Beard.   Yes  it  is.   We  have  our  best  screen  designers  working  on 
this  project  to  produce  a  screen  that  will  retain  its  effectiveness  for  the 
long  haul.   We  fully  recognize  that  in  order  to  solve  the  overall  fishery 
problems  in  the  Sacramento  River,  we  have  to  solve  the  fish  screening  issues. 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  can  the  Bureau  do  to  ensure  that  whatever  fish  screen 
is  ultimately  constructed  will  have  some  shelf  life,  will  give  the  GCID  water 
users  some  certainty  about  their  ability  to  divert  their  full  entitlement  of 
water? 

Mr.  Beard.  A  principal  criteria  for  designing  the  facility  is  to  make 
it  as  flexible  as  possible.  This  means  that  it  is  being  designed  to  operate 
under  a  wide  range  of  conditions  and  is  being  designed  to  accommodate  future 
needs  without  tearing  it  down  and  rebuilding  it. 

Mr.  Fazio.   Could  you,  for  example,  convene  a  high  level  group  of 
representatives  from  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Service  to  come  together  to  work  with  the  Bureau,  GCID  and 
the  State  of  California  to  come  up  with  a  fish  screen  alternative  that 
everyone  can  agree  to? 
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Mr.  Beard.   Yes,  we've  done  this.   We  have  set  up  a  project  management 
structure  that  consists  of  a  high  level  Agency  Management  Group  and  under  It, 
a  project  managers'  working  group,  as  well  as  a  technical  advisory  group  to 
work  Integrally  with  the  design  team.   The  Agency  Management  Group  consists  of 
representatives  from  the  participating  agencies  that  have  any  combination  of 
cost  sharing,  environmental,  design,  construction,  or  oversight 
responsibility.   The  subordinate  groups  advise  the  Agency  Management  Group  on 
the  criteria  and  associated  data  to  use  In  selecting  a  preferred  alternative. 

Mr.  Fazio.   You  Indicated  In  your  earlier  remarks  before  the  Committee 
that  the  Bureau  will  reimburse  the  District  for  the  $75,000  that  was  moved 
from  the  GCID  project  to  the  Colusa  Basin  Drainage  District  watershed  project. 
When  will  that  be  accomplished? 

Mr.  Beard.   When  the  funds  are  needed  they  will  be  replaced. 

Mr.  Fazio.   With  respect  to  the  work  to  address  the  GCID  fish  passage 
problem.  It  has  always  been  my  position  that  the  GCID  authorization  In  the 
Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  Is  broad  enough  to  permit  Federal 
reimbursement  of  up  to  75  percent  of  the  costs  of  all  efforts  associated  with 
reducing  the  fish  mortality  at  the  Hamilton  City  Pumping  Plant.   Do  you  agree 
with  this  interpretation? 

Mr.  Beard.   Reclamation  expects  to  pay  up  to  75  percent  of  the  total 
project  costs  Incurred  after  October  30,  1992.   Whether  there  will  be 
reimbursements  to  other  participating  agencies  will  be  determined  during  the 
final  accounting  of  the  project. 

Mr.  Fazio.   The  costs  associated  with  biological  monitoring  and 
hydraulic  monitoring,  for  example,  are  all  eligible  for  Federal  reimbursement 
pursuant  to  the  CVPIA  authorization  because  they  are  instrumental  to  the  work 
that  needs  to  be  done  to  select  a  final,  permanent  solution  to  the  fish 
passage  problem  at  the  GCID  pumps.   Do  you  agree? 

Mr.  Beard.   We  are  considering  these  costs  In  negotiating  the  task 
order.   To  the  degree  that  data  from  these  studies  is  used  in  the  design  of 
the  permanent  structure.  It  may  be  appropriate  to  provide  Federal 
reimbursement  under  the  terms  of  the  task  order. 

ASSET  TRANSFERS 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  Is  your  general  view  of  efforts  to  transfer  or  sell 
existing  Bureau  of  Reclamation  projects  to  the  non-Federal  beneficiaries  of 
such  projects? 

Mr.  Beard.   Where  congresslonally  authorized,  we  have  always  pursued 
transfer  of  title  of  facilities  that  have  been  paid  out  by  the  beneficiaries. 
Reclamation  Is  aggressively  pursuing  a  program  to  transfer  title  and/or 
operation  and  maintenance  responsibilities  to  local  interests.   A  process  is 
under  development  to  identify  the  projects  eligible  for  transfer  and  to 
determine  Issues  involved. 
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Ve  believe  that  to  transfer  title  requires  an  Act  of  Congress.  Ue  plan 
to  pursue  congressional  authority  to  transfer  title  of  these  projects.   In  the 
past,  Reclaaatlon's  approach  has  been  to  turn  over  operation  and  maintenance 
of  single  purpose,  Intrastate  projects  to  local  users.    Ve  have  already 
transferred  a  large  number  of  these  projects  to  local  entitles. 

Mr.  Fazio.   How  many  single  purpose  projects  are  there  that  the  Bureau 
operates,  and  please  provide  their  names  and  locations  for  the  record? 

Mr.  Beard.  There  Is  one  single  purpose  project  operated  by  Reclamation. 
It  Is  the  Paradox  Valley  Unit,  Colorado  River  Salinity  Control  Program,  In  the 
State  of  Colorado. 

Mr.  Fazio.   How  many  projects  have  been  paid  off  (all  outstanding 
capital  debt  has  been  satisfied)  by  the  non-Federal  sponsors?   Please  provide 
their  names  and  locations  for  the  record? 

Mr.  Beard.   There  are  19  projects  that  have  been  paid  off.   Their  names 
and  locations  are  provided  for  the  record. 

[Information  for  the  Record:] 

PROJECTS  PAID  OFF 

PROJECT  STATE 


Amel  Unit  -  P-SMBP 

CO 

Arnold 

OR 

Balmorhea 

TX 

Buf ord - Trenton 

ND 

Burnt  River 

OR 

Boulder  Canyon  Project  - 

CA 

All -American  Canal  System 

Frenchtown 

MT 

Gila  Project 

AZ 

Grand  Valley  Project 

CO 

Humboldt  Project 

NV 

Intake  Project 

MT 

Milk  River  -  Dodson  Project 

MT 

Mirage  Flats 

NE 

Missoula  Valley 

MT 

Or land  Project 

CA 

Salt  River  Project 

AZ 

San  Diego  Project 

CA 

Sun  River 

MT 

Yuaa  Auxiliary  Project 

AZ 
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Mr  Fazio.   How  many  projects  are  located  within  one  State  that  meet  one 
or  both  the  above  criteria  --  single  purpose  and/or  satisfied  capital  debt? 
Please  provide  their  names  and  locations  for  the  record? 

Mr.  Beard.   There  are  36  projects  that  meet  the  above  criteria  These 
projects  are  either  single  purpose  and  paid  off  or  not  paid  off  or  they  are 
multi-purpose  and  paid  off.    Their  names  and  locations  are  provided  for  the 
record. 

[Information  for  the  Record:] 

PROJECT  STATE 

Armel  Unit  -  P-SMBP  CO 


Arnold 


OR 


Balmorhea  TX 

Buford- Trenton  Nd 

Boulder  Canyon  Project  -  CA 

All -American  Canal  System 

Burnt  River  OR 

Eden  yy 

Fort  Sumner  NH 

Frenchtown  ffT 

Fruitgrowers  Cq 

Gila  Project  /VZ 

Grand  Valley  Project  CO 

Grand  Valley  Unit,  CRBSCP  CO 

Humboldt  ^ 

Hyrum  CO 

Intake  Project  MT 

Lower  Gunnison  Basin,  CRBSCP  CO 

Mane OS  CO 

Milk  River  -  Dodson  Project  MT 

Mirage  Flats  NE 

Missoula  Valley  MT 

Moon  Lake  UT 

Newton  UT 

Or land  CA 

Palo  Verde  Diversion  Project  CA 

Paradox  Valley  Unit,  CRBSCP  CO 

Preston  Bench  ID 
Robert  B.  Griffith  Water  Project    NV 

Salt  River  Project  AZ 

San  Diego  Project  CA 

Sanpete  Uj 

Sun  River  I4T 

Strawberry  Valley  UT 

Tucumcarl  UH 

Uncompahgre  CO 

Yuma  Auxiliary  Project  AZ 
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Mr.  Fazio.   For  those  projects  which  meet  all  of  the  above  criteria  -- 
single  purpose,  satisfied  capital  debt,  located  within  one  State  and  currently 
operated  in  whole  or  large  measure  by  the  non-Federal  sponsors  --  please 
provide  an  estimate  on  a  proJect-by-project  basis  of  the  number  of  Bureau 
employees  associated  with  the  operation,  maintenance  and  administration  of 
such  facilities  as  well  as  the  cost  of  such  payroll? 

Kr.  Beard.   I  would  be  happy  to  provide  that  information  for  the  record. 

[Information  for  the  Record:] 

NUMBER  OF  RECLAMATION  EMPLOYEES  AND  COST 
ON  SELECTED  PROJECTS 


Boulder  Canyon  Project,  All 

American  Canal  System 
Gila  Project 
Intake  Project 
Milk  River  -  Dodson 
Mirage  Flats 
Salt  River 
San  Diego  Project 

There  is  a  possibility  of  some  other  minimal  costs  for  these  and  the  few 
other  projects  but  the  amounts  are  very  small  and  we  are  unable  to  identify 
the  amount . 

OVERHEAD  COSTS 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  is  the  total  overhead  cost  Co  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
for  the  operation,  maintenance  and  oversight  of  the  Central  Valley  Project? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  total  overhead  cost  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  the 
operation,  maintenance  and  oversight  of  the  Central  Valley  Project  in  fiscal 
year  1994  was  $6.5  Million,  which  was  8.5  percent  of  total  obligations. 

Mr.  Fazio.  How  many  Bureau  positions  (FTEs)  are  associated  with  these 
functions  and  would  be  eliminated  if  the  Central  Valley  Project  were  sold  or 
transferred  to  the  non- Federal  project  sponsors? 

Mr.  Beard.  There  were  125  overhead  positions  associated  with  the 
operation,  maintenance  and  oversight  of  the  Central  Valley  Project  that  would 
be  eliminated  if  the  Central  Valley  Project  were  sold  or  transferred  to  the 
non- Federal  project  sponsors. 


.02  FTE 

$2,000 

.01  FTE 

7,200 

.05  FTE 

5,000 

.05  FTE 

5,000 

.10  FTE 

10,000 

.50  FTE 

* 

.01  FTE 

1,200 
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NOM-FEOEBAL  COST  SHARING 

Mr.  Fazio.   Commissioner  Beard,  I  am  very  troubled  by  what  I  see  as  some 
very  significant  deficiencies  In  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  fiscal  year  1996 
budget  request.   Your  budget  overview  Indicates  that  "scarce  Federal  funds  are 
leveraged  by  seeking  non-Federal  cost-sharing  and  making  agreements  with  other 
Federal  agencies.'  Comparing  the  fiscal  year  1995  request  with  the  fiscal 
year  1996  request  seems  to  suggest,  however,  that  the  new  burden  of  non- 
Federal  cost-sharing  Is  being  Imposed  mainly  on  the  Central  Valley  Project  and 
the  State  of  California. 

In  fiscal  year  1995,  total  non-Federal  participation  In  all  Bur«au  of 
Reclamation  projects  throughout  the  17  western  states  amounted  to  $39,546,000. 
In  fiscal  year  1996,  the  budget  submission  reflects  an  Increase  of  §24,282,500 
In  non-Federal  contributions  for  a  total  of  $63,828,000.  All  of  that  Increase 
In  non- Federal  contributions  can  be  traced  to  new  requirements  for  non- Federal 
cost-sharing  from  the  State  of  California.  The  total  non-Federal  cost-sharing 
for  the  CVF  reflected  In  the  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request  Is  $25,512,000 
compared  with  just  $632,000  for  the  CVF  In  fiscal  year  1995. 

Is  this  an  accurate  portrayal  of  the  Increase  In  non- Federal  cost- 
sharing  reflected  In  your  budget  submission? 

Mr.  Beard.   No,  there  Is  a  much  more  significant  amount  of  cost  sharing 
in  Reclamation's  program.   Reclamation  Is  committed  to  partnerships  with  State 
and  local  entitles  to  conserve  scarce  natural  and  fiscal  resources.   Some 
examples  of  these  partnerships  and  the  financial  contributions  are: 

State  of  California,  Shasta  Temperature  Control  Device  $20  million. 

Bonneville  Power  Administration,  rebuilding  power  plants  in  the  Pacific 

Northwest  $19  Million. 

Payments  from  project  beneficiaries  in  Central  Valley  -  $44  million. 

Non-Federal  Participation  Services  for  planning  activities  $6  million. 

Contributions  by  water  users  towards  the  cost  of  Operation  and 

Maintenance  activities  $13  million. 

Local  entities  contributions  of  75  percent  of  total  cost  towards  the 

four  wastewater  reclamation  and  reuse  projects  $169  million. 

Reclamation  Is  seeking  partnership  agreements  with  States,  districts,  or 
groups  of  districts  serving  agricultural  or  municipal  and  Industrial  customers 
or  both.  These  agreements  will  define  how  Reclamation  and  others  could  work 
together  to  solve  shared  problems  and  Improve  water  resource  management. 
Reclamation  is  leveraging  Federal  dollars  by  joining  with  the  National  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Foundation,  Trout  Unlimited,  and  other  private  and  public 
organizations  to  conserve  scarce  natural  resources. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Do  you  share  these  concerns? 

Mr.  Beard.    The  large  increase,  approximately  $20  million,  In  CVF  cost 
sharing  Is  a  direct  result  of  the  requirements  of  the  CVP  Improvement  Act. 
The  total  cost  of  the  device  is  approximately  $80  million.   If  the  State  does 
not  provide  its  share  of  the  cost  this  year,  it  would  result  in  the  Federal 
government  funding  the  entire  device,  which  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Act.   In  general,  these  days  of  Government  budget 
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reductions  at  all  levels  have  meant  fewer  dollars  for  undertaking  large 
Federal  programs.   In  these  challenging  fiscal  times,  the  Federal  government 
can  no  longer  undertake  the  sole  burden  of  funding  water  supply  programs.   The 
Federal,  State,  and  local  districts  must  work  together  to  provide  the 
resources  needed  for  the  ever  Increasing  demands  for  water  resource  systems. 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  Bureau  policies,  existing  or  proposed,  might  lessen 
this  threat? 

Mr.  Beard.    Our  planned  Increased  emphasis  on  water  resources 
management,  conservation,  and  protection  which  focuses  on  Improving  operations 
to  provide  added  value  and  greater  benefits  from  existing  projects  to  help 
meet  Increasing  multiple  water  use  demands  and  environmental  needs  will  help 
lessen  this  threat.   Once  these  improvements  and  Reclamation's  streamlining 
initiatives  begin  to  take  hold,  we  expect  that  there  will  be  more  resources 
available  to  jointly  solve  even  more  difficult,  costly  problems.   By  promoting 
a  cooperative,  more  effective  stewardship  of  the  West's  water  and  related 
natural  resources  with  other  Federal  and  non- Federal  partners.  Reclamation  Is 
seeking  to  provide  the  best  solutions  at  the  least  cost  to  all  affected 
parties. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  OVERHEAD 

Mr.  Fazio.   How  many  FTE's  for  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  are  funded  out 
of  the  CVP  Restoration  Fund  in  fiscal  year  1995  and  in  fiscal  year  19967 

Mr.  Beard.   The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  will  fund  approximately  16  FTE 
from  the  CVP  Restoration  Fund  in  fiscal  year  1995.   Funding  from  the  CVP 
Restoration  Fund  will  be  used  to  support  the  same  level  In  fiscal  year  1996. 

Mr.  Fazio.   How  many  FTE's  for  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  are 
funded  out  of  the  CVP  Restoration  Fund  in  fiscal  year  1995  and  fiscal  year 
1996? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  fund  approximately  30 
FTE  from  the  CVP  Restoration  Fund  in  fiscal  year  1995.   Funding  from  the  CVP 
Restoration  Fund  will  be  used  to  support  25  to  27  FTE  in  fiscal  year  1996. 

CVF/GENERAL  INVESTIGATION  ADMINISTRATIVE  OVERHEAD 

Mr.  Fazio.   In  general,  what  percentage  of  the  General  Investigation 
activities  funded  by  the  CVP  Restoration  Fund  is  for  personnel  and  other 
administrative  overhead  costs? 

Mr.  Beard.   Based  on  actual  obligations  of  $640,000  for  fiscal  year 
1994,  technical  Reclamation  personnel  Including  Civil,  Environmental  and 
Hydraulic  Engineers  totalled  41  percent,  and  the  other  administrative  overhead 
costs  totalled  15  percent  of  the  General  Investigation  activities  funded  by 
the  CVP  Restoration  Fund.   While  this  level  of  personnel  and  administrative 
obligations  will  remain  fairly  constant  in  fiscal  years  1995  and  1996,  the 
percentages  will  substantially  decrease  as  total  obligations  Increase. 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  percentage  of  the  Construction  activities  funded  by  the 
CVP  Restoration  Fund  is  for  personnel  and  other  administrative  overhead  costs? 
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Mr.  Beard.   Based  on  actual  costs  for  Fiscal  Year  1994,  technical 
personnel  including  Fishery  Biologists,  Outdoor  Recreation  Planners, 
Environmental  Specialists,  Hydrologlsts ,  and  Environmental  Engineers  totalled 
15  percent,  and  the  other  administrative  overhead  costs  totalled  9  percent  of 
the  Construction  activities  funded  by  the  CVP  Restoration  Fund. 

MISCELLANEOUS  PROJECT  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  Fazio.   There  is  a  similar  general  reduction  from  the  budget  (in  the 
form  of  a  non-Federal  participation)  for  Miscellaneous  Project  Programs.   The 
assumed  non- Federal  contribution  is  $2.25  million  under  Miscellaneous  Project 
Programs.   If  the  State  fails  to  make  a  cash  contribution  in  the  amount  of 
$2.25  million,  which  programs  under  this  budget  category  will  come  up  short? 

Mr.  Beard.   If  the  State  fails  to  provide  its  share,  the  schedules  for 
work  on  the  various  refuges  may  need  to  be  adjusted.   The  $2.25  million  would 
provide  an  optimum  schedule  to  implement  the  Refuge  Water  Supply  Program.   The 
work  includes  environmental  compliance  and  implementation  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  which  includes  the  high  priority  Sacramento  National  Wildlife 
Refuge . 

UNSCREENED  DIVERSIONS 

Mr.  Fazio.   The  budget  assumes  $6  million  being  available  for  unscreened 
diversions  throughout  the  Sacramento  Valley  under  the  unscreened  diversion 
program  authorized  under  CVPIA. 

For  the  current  fiscal  year.  Congress  appropriated  $2  million  for  the 
Bureau  to  look  into  alternatives  to  the  traditional  fixed  fish  screens.   Does 
the  Bureau  support  further  research  in  this  area? 

Mr.  Beard.   Further  research  would  be  desirable  especially  for  those 
locations  for  which  barriers  are  needed  to  encourage  fish  to  use  preferred 
routes  and  migratory  pathways.   Such  work  is  ongoing  at  the  Georgiana  Slough 
for  which  results  have  demonstrated  that  a  sound  barrier  may  be  having 
desirable  impacts  on  fish. 

Mr.  Fazio.   Do  you  believe  this  is  an  area  that  warrants  further 
testing,  given  the  potential  cost  savings  associated  with  some  of  these 
advanced  technologies? 

Mr.  Beard.   Central  Valley  Project  water  users  are  currently  conducting 
field  experiments  to  determine  the  efficacy  of  using  sound  to  deter  fish. 
However,  additional  work  using  sound  would  be  warranted  in  controlled 
laboratory  experiments  to  improve  the  evaluation  of  this  technology  prior  to 
expanding  it  to  further  field  locations.   Although  additional  funding  is 
required.  Reclamation  has  a  patent  pending  on  an  experimental  positive  fish 
screen  prototype  structure.   This  new  application  of  the  traditional  positive 
barrier  fish  screen  shows  good  promise  and  should  be  evaluated. 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  portion  of  the  funds  already  appropriated  for 
unscreened  diversions,  both  for  the  program  authorized  under  the  CVPIA  and  the 
alternative  screening  program,  have  been  obligated? 
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Mr.  Beard.   In  FY  199^,  almost  $650,000  was  obligated  under  the  CVPIA 
program  and  $595,000  under  the  alternative  screening  program.   In  FY  1995, 
$80,000  has  been  committed  to  M  and  T  Ranch  and  Reclamation  District  1004  for 
fish  screening  activities.   Actions  have  been  Initiated  to  provide  funding  in 
the  amount  of  $899,000  to  various  screening  participants  during  FY  1995. 
Reclamation  District  108  Is  considering  limiting  their  experiment  to  an 
electrical  barrier  project  combined  with  a  louvered  flow  facility  to  optimize 
performance  of  the  barrier.   Approximately  $450,000  has  been  committed  to  the 
District  108  which  will  cover  approximately  50  percent  of  the  anticipated 
costs.   In  addition,  District  108  has  requested  $214,000  from  this  year's 
program  to  further  assist  them  with  the  acoustical  experiments  conducted  last 
year.   Total  funding  committed  to  Reclamation  District  108  is  approximately 
$664,000.   Approximately  $505,000  has  been  committed  to  Reclamation  District 
1004  for  an  acoustical  barrier  research  project.   The  State  of  California 
Department  of  Water  Resources  has  committed  $350,000  this  year  for  further 
evaluation  of  the  Georglana  Slough  acoustical  barrier  project. 

Mr.  Fazio.   How  many  screening  projects  have  been  approved  thus  far  this 
Fiscal  Year  under  both  programs  and  what  is  the  dollar  value  of  those 
requests? 

Mr.  Beard.   Currently,  12  screening  projects  have  been  approved.  A 
breakdown  of  these  is  provided  for  the  record. 

[Information  for  the  Record:] 

Prlnceton-Cordura-Glenn  Irrigation  District  $  45,000 

Provident  Irrigation  District  45,000 
Phelan-Parrott  Irrigation  Systems  (M  &  T  Ranch)  30,000 

Patterson  Water  District  45,000 

Banta  Carbona  Irrigation  District  45,000 

Sutter  Mutual  Water  District  100,000 

Maxwell  Irrigation  District  310,000 

Pelger  Mutual  Water  Company  60,000 

Sulsun  Resource  Conservation  District  30,000 

Reclamation  District  108  664,000 

Reclamation  District  1004  505,000 

Georglana  Slough  (State  of  California)  350,000 

In  addition,  discussions  are  being  held  with  the  Western  Canal  Water 
District  to  discuss  their  Involvement  in  the  program  for  a  proposed  siphon 
project. 

Mr.  Fazio.  How  many  screening  projects  are  awaiting  funding  in  both 
programs,  and  what  Is  the  dollar  value  of  all  outstanding  requests  in  both 
programs? 

Mr.  Beard.   If  the  above  projects  for  which  initial  feasibility  and 
engineering  studies  are  acceptable  screening  projects,  funding  needs  are 
estimated  to  be  about  $9  million  federal  share,  contingent  upon  50/50  cost 
share  from  a  state  agency  or  any  other  non-federal  entity.   In  addition,  the 
proposed  siphon  project  with  Western  Canal  Water  District,  if  accepted.  Is 
estimated  to  cost  $5  million. 
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Hr.  FazIo.   What  Is  Che  naxiaum  federal  cost-share  that  the  Bureau 
offers  to  those  participating  in  the  alternative  screening  technology  program? 

Mr.  Beard.   Currently,  funding  to  the  existing  cooperators  is  in 
accordance  with  those  amounts  as  specified  in  the  report  accompanying  the 
fiscal  year  1995  appropriations  bill. 

Mr.  Fazio.   Is  that  program  cost-shared  on  a  50-50  percent  cost-shared 
basis,  75-25  percent  or  some  other  basis? 

Mr.  Beard.  Additional  funding  for  Reclamation  Districts  108  and  1004  is 
Intended  to  provide  approximately  SO  percent  of  the  required  funding  for  their 
experimental  programs. 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  is  the  basis  for  this  cost-share  requirement? 

Mr.  Beard.   No  specific  cost-sharing  formula  or  criteria  have  been 
established.   Any  new  projects  under  consideration  will  be  evaluated  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  before  determining  appropriate  cost-sharing  opportunities. 

REFUGE  WATER  SUPPLY 

Mr.  Fazio.   The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  requested  a  total  of  $5.25 
million  for  the  environmental  compliance  work  and  the  design  and  construction 
of  conveyance  facilities  to  provide  water  to  wildlife  refuges  throughout  the 
Central  Valley.   What  portion  of  the  budget  request  is  expected  to  be  devoted 
toward  meeting  the  water  needs  of  the  Sacramento,  Colusa  and  Delevan  National 
Wildlife  Refuges? 

Mr.  Beard.   $3  million  has  been  programmed  for  environmental  compliance, 
and  implementation  of  preferred  alternatives  for  refuges  under  the  Refuge 
Water  Supply  effort.   Environmental  compliance  was  initiated  in  fiscal  year 
1995.   In  fiscal  year  1996,  we  Intend  to  initiate  Implementation  of  the 
preferred  alternative.   An  expected  recommendation  is  to  begin  with  Sacramento 
National  Wildlife  Refuge. 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  is  the  status  of  the  Bureau's  review  of  the 
alternatives  available  for  providing  the  Sacramento  complex  of  wildlife 
refuges  with  a  stable,  year-round  supply  of  water? 

Mr.  Beard.   A  Decision  Document,  including  recommended  alternatives, 
will  be  completed  and  Issued  In  April  1995.   Refinement  of  the  alternatives 
will  be  completed  and  environmental  compliance  activities  will  be  initiated  in 
fiscal  year  1995  with  completion  expected  in  fiscal  year  1996.   Development  of 
an  implementation  plan,  contract  negotiations  as  necessary,  and  construction 
will  be  initiated  as  required.   The  Sacramento  Complex  of  refuges  are  among 
those  being  considered  for  priority  funding. 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  steps  is  the  Bureau  taking  to  ensure  that  the  selected 
projects  are  the  most  environmentally  sound,  cost-effective  solutions  for  a 
stable  water  supply  to  the  refuges? 

Mr.  Beard.   Interior  Implemented  a  process  ensuring  alternatives 
selected  for  implementation  are  environmentally  sound.   This  process  Includes 
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development  and  Issuance  of  the  Decision  Document,  which  Identifies  potential 
alternatives  for  screening  during  the  environmental  process.   Public 
Involvement  efforts  will  continue  throughout  the  environmental  process. 
Detailed  discussions  with  stakeholders  Including  water  districts  and  potential 
partners  In  providing  conveyance  will  continue.   Additional  discussions  with 
refuge  managers  to  Identify  requirements  and  to  discuss  Implementation  Issues 
for  various  alternatives  will  continue.   The  environmental  process  will 
provide  continued  opportunity  for  steering  environmental  efforts  and  receiving 
public  Involvement  comments.   The  end  result  of  the  process  will  result  In 
selection  of  the  most  environmentally  sound  and  cost  effective  means  for 
delivery  of  water  to  meet  the  refuges  annual  needs  In  a  reliable,  timely 
manner. 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  is  the  Bureau's  current  assessment  of  the  so-called 
Stony  Creek  Siphon  option  for  meeting  the  water  supply  needs  for  the 
Sacramento  wildlife  refuge  complex?   The  project  would  seem  to  meet  the  needs 
of  all  three  refuges  for  less  than  half  the  costs  of  the  other  leading 
alternative,  which  involves  constructing  a  pipeline  from  the  Tehama-Colusa 
Canal  over  to  the  Sacramento  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 

Mr.  Beard.   Interior  staff  has  had  extensive  discussions  with  the  Glenn- 
Colusa  Irrigation  District  and  the  Sacramento  Complex  Refuge  management  to 
review  various  alternatives  for  delivery  of  water.   In  addition,  revised  cost 
estimates  have  been  received  from  the  Glenn  Colusa  Irrigation  District  for  the 
Stony  Creek  option.   The  cost  of  this  option  has  increased  from  earlier 
estimates.   However,  this  option  is  still  being  considered  as  a  cost-effective 
means  of  delivering  water.   Interior's  current  assessment  of  the  Glenn- Colusa 
Irrigation  District  alternative,  which  includes  the  Stony  Creek  Siphon,  for 
the  Sacramento  Complex  remains  a  viable  alternative  and  will  be  considered  In 
detail  for  environmental  compliance  and  the  alternatives  selection  process. 

Mr.  Fazio.   How  are  the  balance  of  funds  --  other  than  those  earmarked 
for  the  Sacramento  complex  --  expected  to  be  allocated? 

Mr.  Beard.   Final  funding  priorities  have  not  been  selected.   All  funds 
for  fiscal  year  1996  will  be  used  in  delivering  water  to  refuges. 
Prioritization  of  the  distribution  of  funds  will  be  determined  upon  the 
identification  of  the  final  alternatives  and  final  costs  by  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  1995.   At  this  time  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Bureau  have 
tentatively  Identified  the  delivery  of  water  to  the  Sacramento  Complex  as 
having  high  priority. 

REPLACEMENTS.  ADDITIONS,  AND  EXTRAORDINARY  MAINTENANCE  ITEMS 
CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT 

Mr.  Fazio.   Last  year  you  testified  that  the  backlog  In  replacements, 
additions  and  extraordinary  maintenance  items  had  grown  to  $75  million.   The 
Committee  directed  the  Bureau  in  its  fiscal  year  1995  report  to  come  up  with  a 
plan  for  reducing  this  backlog  in  a  timely  fashion.   Please  update  the 
CoDunlttee  on  the  status  of  your  response  to  this  Committee  directive? 

Mr.  Beard.   It  has  been  difficult  to  reduce  substantially  the  backlog  of 
replacements,  additions,  and  extraordinary  maintenance  Items  within  the  level 
of  resources  available.   New  items  are  added  yearly. 
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In  an  effort  to  address  the  most  pressing  items,  a  priority  system  has 
been  established.   The  priority  system  consists  of  four  levels:   addressing 
significant  Immediate  hazards  to  the  public  and  critical  maintenance; 
prevention  of  significant  hazards  and  preventive  maintenance;  moderate  to 
minor  hazard  prevention;  and  activities  that  promote  safety  awareness. 

Reclamation  is  seeking  cost  sharing  partners  in  an  effort  to  reduce  this 
backlog  as  quickly  as  possible. 

In  addition,  within  the  next  12  years,  there  are  15  power  units  in  the 
Mid-Pacific  Region  whose  windings  will  reach  normal  life  expectancy.   The 
total  number  naneplate  capacity  of  the  15  units  is  1,070,000  kW.   The  combined 
cost  of  rewinding  these  units  is  estimated  at  $56.7  million. 

Mr.  Fazio.  Does  the  Operations  and  Maintenance  budget  request  include 
any  additional  funds  to  continue  to  reduce  the  backlog? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  fiscal  year  1996  budget  request  includes  $4,625,000  for 
replacements,  additions,  and  extraordinary  maintenance  items  which  include 
rehabilitation  of  the  drum  gates  on  Frlant  Dam,  Phase  4  of  the  Nimbus  Fish 
Hatchery  modifications,  and  repair  of  the  coaster  gate/bypass  pipe  at  Shasta 
Dam. 

WESTERS  WATER  POLICY  REVIEW  COMMISSION 

Mr.  Fazio.   Please  update  the  Committee  on  the  status  of  the  Western 
Water  Policy  Review  Comfflission  and  the  schedule  for  completing  this  effort. 

Mr.  Beard.   As  the  Administration  took  preliminary  steps  to  establish 
the  Commission,  various  questions  arose  in  regard  to  Congressional  intent  and 
the  Department  began  consultations  with  Senator  Hatfield  and  other  Interested 
members  of  Congress.   Currently,  the  Department  is  continuing  its  dialogue 
with  Senator  Hatfield  and  his  staff  regarding  the  establishment  of  the 
commission. 

Mr.  Fazio.   Are  funds  requested  for  the  Commission  in  fiscal  year  1996? 

Mr.  Beard.  While  the  budget  does  not  include  a  separate  line  item  for 
this  activity.  Reclamation  will  make  certain  to  cover  any  necessary  expenses 
within  the  current  funding  level. 

CITY  OF  FOLSOM 

Mr.  Fazio.   Please  update  the  Committee  on  the  status  of  the  EIR/EIS  on 
the  new  water  service  contract  for  Sacramento  County  and  the  City  of  Folsom. 

Mr.  Beard.   The  Sacramento  County  Water  Agency  is  preparing  the  EIS/EIR 
and  currently  is  developing  alternatives  and  conducting  preliminary  Impact 
analyses.   The  draft  is   scheduled  to  be  issued  in  May  1996  and  the  final  is 
scheduled  for  October  1996. 
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LAND  ACQUISITIONS 

Mr.  Fazio.   A  Sacramento  effort  to  convert  the  Valensin  Ranch  five  miles 
south  of  Elk  Grove  into  Sacramento  County's  newest  nature  preserve  has  hit  a 
snag.   The  Valensin  Ranch,  which  the  Nature  Conservancy  calls  one  of  the  most 
Important  properties  for  conservation  in  the  Sacramento  Valley,  needs  a  quick 
infusion  of  cash.   Is  the  Bureau's  land  acquisition  authority  under  CVPIA  or 
other  Acts  sufficiently  broad  to  enable  the  Bureau  to  participate  in  the 
purchase  of  a  parcel  such  as  the  Valensin  Ranch? 

Mr.  Beard.   Based  on  preliminary  review,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  land 
acquisition  authority  under  both  the  CVPIA  and  other  Acts  enables  the  Bureau 
to  participate  in  the  purchase  of  a  parcel  such  as  the  Valensin  Ranch. 

Mr.  Fazio.   Does  the  Bureau  have  Fiscal  Year  1995  funds  available  for 
land  acquisitions  such  as  this? 

Mr.  Beard.  The  Bureau  does  not  have  Fiscal  Year  1995  funds  available 
for  land  acquisitions  such  as  the  Valensin  Ranch. 

Mr.  Fazio.   For  the  record,  please  review  the  proposed  acquisition  of 
the  Valensin  Ranch  for  possible  acquisition,  and  report  back  to  the  Committee 
on  your  findings? 

Mr.  Beard.   This  acquisition  proposal  is  a  Joint  venture  between 
Sacramento  County  and  The  Nature  Conservancy.   There  has  not  been  any 
involvement  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  nor  are  we  aware  of  any  request 
to  the  Department  to  assist  with  the  acquisition. 

Mr.  Fazio.  What  amount  of  funding  does  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  expect 
to  expend  on  land  acquisitions  in  Fiscal  Year  1995?   In  Fiscal  Year  1996? 

Mr.  Beard.  The  Bureau  expects  to  expend  $1.6  million  on  CVP  land 
acquisition  in  Fiscal  Year  1995  from  the  CVP  Restoration  Fund,  and  $1.2  from 
the  Regular  Construction  appropriation.   The  amount  of  funding  expected  to  be 
expended  by  the  Bureau  on  CVP  land  acquisition  in  Fiscal  Year  1996  is 
§6.1  million,  all  from  the  Restoration  Fund. 

Mr.  Fazio.   Does  the  Bureau  of  Recleunation  have  the  authority  to 
purchase  wildlife  easements  under  the  land  acquisition  authorities  included  in 
the  CVPIA? 

Mr.  Beard.  The  authority  contained  in  Section  3406(b)(3),  3408(h)  of 
the  CV?IA   allows  for  the  purchase  of  land,  associated  water  rights  and  other 
property  interests.   It  is  the  Bureau's  position  that  the  language  of  this 
section  of  the  CVPIA  could  include  wildlife  easements. 

Mr.  Fazio.  What  is  the  status  of  the  Bureau's  efforts  to  facilitate  the 
purchase  of  Prospect  Island  in  the  delta? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  Bureau,  working  closely  with  other  Federal  agencies,  the 
State  and  private  organizations,  has  purchased  the  island  for  $2.8  million. 
Under  an  innovative  restoration  plan,  the  Island  will  soon  be  the  habitat  for 
waterfowl,  shorebirds,  mammals  and  fish  that  were  once  found  throughout  the 
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Delta.   The  Corps  of  Engineers  Is  currently  undertaking  a  reconnaissance  study 
Co  evaluate  the  feasibility  of  restoring  wetlands  at  Prospect  Island  and  the 
extent  of  Corps  participation  possible  water  existing  authority. 
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CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT  RESTORATIOH  FUND 

Mr.  Fazio.   For  the  record,  please  list  all  programs  anticipated  to  be 
funded  out  of  the  CVP  Restoration  Fund  in  fiscal  year  1996  from  the  one- third 
facility  side  of  the  budget  and  all  items  anticipated  to  be  funded  out  of  the 
two-thirds,  non- facility  side  of  the  budget. 

Mr.  Beard.   I  will  be  glad  to  provide  that  information  for  the  record. 
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[Information  for  the  Record] 

Central  Valley  Project  Restoration  Fund 
FY  1996  Requested  Funding 
(in  thousands  of  dollars) 

Project  or  Study 

GENERAL  INVESTIGATIONS 
San  Joaquin  River  Basin  Res  Mgmt  Initiative 

Subtotal  -  Habitat  Restoration 

CONSTRUCTION 
Miscellaneous  Project  Programs 

Refuge  Water  Supply 

Anadromous  Fish  Program 

Private  Wetlands/Joint  Venture 

Refuge  Wheeling  Costs 

Dedicated  Project  Yield 
Sacramento  River  Division 

CVPIA  Supporting  Investigations 
San  Joaquin  Division 

San  Joaquin  Basin  Action  Plan 

Water  Acquisition 

Land  Retirement 

Subtotal  -  Habitat  Restoration    (2/3)  28,198 

CONSTRUCTION 
Shasta  Division 

Shasta  Temperature  Control  Device  1 1 ,281 

Restore  Spawning  Gravel  600 

Miscellaneous  Project  Programs 

Flood  Agricultural  Lands  for  Waterfowl/ 
Yield  Enhancement  500 

Central  Valley  Assessment/ 
Monitoring  Program  2,000 

Subtotal  -  Other  F&W    (1/3)  14,381 

TOTAL  -  RESTORATION  FUND  43,579 


FY  1996 

Request 

1,000 

1,000 

3,000 

3,000 
500 

1,700 
375 

1,500 

1,000 

11,005 

6,118 
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CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT  (CVP)  RESTORATION  FOND 

Mr.  Fazio.   The  Central  Valley  Assessment  and  Monitoring  Program  Is 
fvinded  out  of  the  one-third  facilities  side  of  the  Bureau's  budget  In  Fiscal 
Year  1996.   Please  explain  why.   Would  this  not  be  more  appropriately  funded 
out  of  the  two-thirds,  study  side  of  the  budget? 

Mr.  Beard.   Public  Law  102-575,  Title  XXXIV,  Section  3407(a).  authorizes 
specific  paragraphs  In  Section  3406  to  be  funded  from  the  one -third  side  of 
the  Restoration  Fund.   Section  3406(b) (16)  which  establishes  the  comprehensive 
assessment  program  to  monitor  fish  and  wildlife  resources  Is  Included  In  the 
specifically  mentioned  paragraphs.   If  the  assessment  and  monitoring  program 
were  funded  from  the  two-thirds  side,  it  would  diminish  our  ability  to 
Implement  habitat  restoration  measures. 

CVP  RESTORATION  FUND  APPROPRIATION  LANGUAGE 

Mr.  Fazio.   The  Committee  has  expressed  an  interest  in  seeing  the 
Restoration  Fund  appropriation  language  changed  to  allow  the  use  of  General 
Fund  monies  prior  to  the  collection  of  actual  receipts  from  the  sale  of  water 
and  power.   It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Bureau  has  reviewed  a  number  of 
options  to  accomplish  this  goal.   What  were  the  conclusions  of  the  Bureau's 
review  of  this  issue,  and  why  did  the  Bureau  not  recommend  any  changes  to  the 
CVP  Restoration  Fund  appropriations  language  in  its  fiscal  year  1996  budget 
submission  to  accomplish  this  goal?   Is  such  a  change  no  longer  necessary,  in 
the  Bureau's  view?  Have  there  been  any  difficulties  in  meeting  the  need  for 
funds  early  in  the  fiscal  year? 

Mr.  Beard.   Language  was  drafted  in  May  1994  that  would  provide  general 
fund  monies  in  anticipation  of  revenues  under  the  Central  Valley  Project 
Improvement  Act.   Such  a  change  would  dramatically  facilitate  management  of 
Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  activities.   We  understand  that  the 
Appropriation  Committee  chose  not  to  adopt  such  language,  however,  on  the 
grounds  that  it  would  be  authorizing  legislation  in  an  appropriation  bill.   In 
implementing  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act,  Reclamation  has 
proposed,  and  is  proposing  in  fiscal  year  1996,  that  certain  high  priority 
activities  be  funded  out  of  its  other  appropriations  accounts.   We  believe 
that  this  is  an  acceptable  method  to  ensure  that  key  provisions  of  the  Act  are 
implemented  on  a  timely  basis. 

SALTON  SEA  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  Fazio.   Please  provide  the  Committee  with  an  update  on  the  status  of 
the  Salton  Sea  Authority  study. 

Mr.  Beard.   Reclamation  is  participating  with  local  entities  in 
developing  opportunities  for  maintaining  existing  values  at  the  Salton  Sea. 
Funding  provided  by  the  Congress  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  matched  by  the  Salton 
Sea  Authority  and  State  was  used  to  obtain  Sea  characteristic  information  that 
will  be  used  for  any  salinity  management  option  that  may  be  pursued  in  the 
future.   Bathymetry  (bottom  contours)  was  obtained,  two  weather  data  stations 
were  installed,  an  evaluation  was  made  of  requirements  for  obtaining  water 
current  measurements  in  the  Sea,  and  a  value  engineering  effort  on  various 
diking  options  was  completed.   Major  expenditure  items  for  fiscal  year  1995 
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include  continued  collection  of  physical  and  chemical  characteristics  of  the 
Sea  and  preliminary  designs  and  cost  estimates  for  an  evaporation  pond 
demonstration  project. 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  is  the  Bureau's  capability  for  this  study? 

Mr.  Beard.   Reclamation  can  provide  the  program  management  services  and 
much  of  the  technical  expertise  to  complete  the  planning  and  research 
activities  authorized  by  Public  Law  102-575,  Title  XI,  Salton  Sea  Research 
Project,  California.   As  specific  research  proposals  are  Implemented,  some 
activities  may  be  contracted. 

Mr.  Fazio.   What  is  the  optimum  level  of  funding  for  this  study? 

Mr.  Beard.   Annual  Federal  funding  at  the  $100,000  level  (with  another 
$100,000  provided  by  local  entitles)  has  been  adequate  to  perform  preparatory 
characterization  and  formulation  studies.   However,  in  order  to  complete 
research  of  the  most  feasible  salinity  management  options,  annual  Federal 
funding  levels  would  need  to  Increase  in  fiscal  year  1997  to  the  $400,000  to 
$500,000  level  (again  with  a  match  from  local  entities),  most  appropriately 
funded  under  the  construction  program  appropriation. 
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Mr.  Beard.  Well,  all  I  can  say  is  I  remember  a  very  bright, 
sunny  day  in  Williams,  California,  with  you. 

Mr.  Fazio.  You  and  I  both  had  to  put  on  some  hats  in  order  to 
keep  from  melting  under  that  sun.  Anyway,  thank  you  for  your 
time  in  the  district  and  I  hope  you  will  be  able  to  spend  some  more. 
Thank  you. 

REDUCTION  IN  BUDGET  REQUEST 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you,  Vic. 

I  note  that,  as  you  suggested  here,  there  is  a  significant  reduc- 
tion in  your  budget  request,  and  you  are  to  be  complimented  for 
the  1,500  FTEs  reduction  below  two  years  ago.  You  are  to  be  com- 
plimented for  the  job  you  are  doing,  doing  what  Congress  has 
asked  for,  252,000  people  over  the  next  four  years,  six  years  origi- 
nally, two  have  already  been  whacked  off.  Of  the  $52  million  plus 
reduction,  I  take  it  was  not  a  voluntary  contribution,  the  reduction 
is  something  worked  out  with  0MB.  This  wasn't  your  first  request, 
I  am  quite  sure? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  This  reflects  an  approach  that  was  worked 
out  with  0MB  and  which  now  continues  to  proceed. 

Mr.  Beard.  I  would  add,  I  happen  to  be  one  of  the  few  Federal 
agency  personnel  who  happens  to  think  it  is  a  good  idea  to  have 
a  smaller  budget.  I  am  very  proud  of  the  fact  that  we  have  a  small- 
er budget  than  we  had  last  year  and  the  year  before. 

I  think  we  can  get  the  job  done  with  fewer  dollars,  and  I  think 
that  is  our  obligation.  We  are  not  only  getting  the  job  done  in  the 
traditional  directions,  but  we  are  also  getting  new  initiatives  done. 
I  am  proud  of  the  fact  that  our  employees  have  worked  very  hard 
to  try  to  do  more  with  less.  It  is  not  easy,  and  it  is  not  pleasant. 
It  is  not  a  lot  of  fun,  but  it  is,  I  think,  their  obligation,  and  we  are 
very  proud  of  that. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  certainly  every  member  of  the  committee,  I  am 
sure,  is  proud  of  the  job  you  are  doing  and  compliment  you  for  it. 
A  lot  of  agencies  are  doing  it,  but  not  with  the  same  spirit  of  enthu- 
siasm that  you  are  demonstrating  here  this  morning. 

I  think  all  of  us  recognize  we  just  simply  have  got  to  do  some- 
thing about  it.  It  does  hurt,  sure,  but  those  hard-working  taxpayers 
out  there  who  are  trying  to  put  shoes  on  their  children  and  send 
them  to  school,  they  are  having  a  tight  pinch  meeting  their  obliga- 
tions right  now  to  pay  the  taxes  and  do  the  things  that  they  like 
to  do. 

FLOOD  CONTROL  CRITERIA 

The  President,  or  the  Administration,  has  proposed  a  change,  a 
new  proposal  for  the  criteria  for  flood  control  projects— the  benefit 
cost  ratio  at  least  2  to  1,  a  reversal  of  the  25-75  cost  sharing,  75 
percent  now  required  of  the  local  sponsor,  and  the  third  is  the 
water  must  be  50  percent  or  more  from  a  different  State  where  the 
work  is  done.  Has  that  had  any  impact  upon  the  Bureau  of  Rec- 
lamation? 

Mr.  Beard.  None. 
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Mr.  Myers.  It  doesn't  apply  in  any  way? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  would  say  that  the  movement  in  this  direc- 
tion flows  out  of  some  of  the  experiences  of  this  committee.  You 
may  remember  that  back  in  the  1980s  we  moved  toward  cost  shar- 
ing as  a  criterion  for  Reclamation  projects.  Once  we  all  got  over  our 
initial  outrage — I  am  speaking  now  as  a  Governor — our  initial  out- 
rage at  being  asked  to 

Mr.  Myers.  Do  you  ever  forget  what  hat  you  are  wearing  when 
you  come  here? 

Secretary  Babbitt  [continuing].  Show  the  color  of  our  money,  it 
turned  out  to  work  very  well.  What  it  did  was  it  sort  of  automati- 
cally prioritized  what  the  States  were  interested  in.  I  would  sug- 
gest that  that  same  spirit  underlies  these  proposals  on  the  Corps 
side. 

Mr.  Myers.  In  that  criteria  I  think  there  are  some  serious  prob- 
lems. I  am  not  at  all  sure  Congress  is  going  to  go  along  with  it, 
because  in  the  middle  of  the  game  we  are  changing  the  rules  for 
a  lot  of  local  communities.  So  I  am  not  suggesting  it  should  apply 
to  you  nor  should  it  necessarily  apply  to  a  lot  of  other  things  that 
have  been  proposed  today,  but  it  is  not  the  first  time  an  adminis- 
tration has  made  proposals  that  Congress  didn't  go  along  with.  I 
am  not  sure  what  Congress  is  going  to  do  this  year,  but  I  think  it 
would  have  some  serious  impact  and  we  have  examined  that,  and 
we  will  probably  continue  to  examine  it. 

RESCISSION 

This  committee  also,  it  is  in  the  bill  now,  it  may  be  up  next  week, 
proposed  a  rescission  of  $10  million  for  the  Bureau  Reclamation. 
What  impact  will  that  $10  million  rescission  have  if  Congress 
should  go  along  with  it? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  We  don't  like  it.  Now,  for  the  details,  I  call 
on  Mr.  Beard. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  am  sure  no  one  likes  it.  We  weren't  pleased  at  hav- 
ing to  do  it,  but  we  tried  to  apply  it  as  fairly  and  equally  as  we 
possibly  could,  and,  again,  try  not  to  inflict  any  more  pain  than 
necessary. 

Mr.  Beard.  The  short  answer  is  that  we  can  live  with  it,  and  I 
think  that  it  is  not  going  to  cripple  our  activities.  It  means  that  we 
will  have  to  tighten  our  belt  in  a  number  of  areas.  The  question 
is  how  do  we  allocate  those  funds  around  to  the  various  activities 
that  we  have  under  way.  The  short  answer  is  we  can  live  with  that, 
a  reduction  of  that  size. 

The  problem  is  it  comes  a  little  late  in  the  year,  and  a  number 
of  commitments  have  been  made,  contracts  have  been  let,  and  ac- 
tivities undertaken,  but  I  think  there  is  sufficient  slippage  in  var- 
ious activities  that  we  will  be  able  to  live  with  a  reduction  of  that 
size. 

The  difficulty  I  have  is  the  longer  this  goes  on — it  would  be  great 
if  it  was  over  tomorrow,  but  the  longer  this  goes  on,  if  it  is  ex- 
tended out  for  two  or  three  months,  the  pain  is  increased  substan- 
tially. That  is  the  only  comment  I  would  have.  Our  assessment  is 
that  we  can  distribute  it  around  and  that  we  have  the  ability  to 
live  with  it. 
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Mr.  Myers.  Well,  I  think  it  will  come  before  the  House  next 
week.  It  is  scheduled  for  next  week,  and  I  assume  it  will  be  passed 
pretty  much  as  we  presented  it,  but  we  don't  know  what  the  other 
body  over  in  the  Senate  is  going  to  do  with  it,  so  that  is  the  thing 
you  are  speaking  about  here.  It  is  late  in  the  year;  that  troubled 
us. 

Mr.  Beard.  Far  be  it  for  you  to  talk  for  the  Senate,  I  am  sure. 

RECREATION  AREAS 

Mr.  Myers.  I  have  noticed  that  throughout  the  years.  We  some- 
times speak  different  languages.  One  last  question,  because  my  five 
minutes  is  almost  up.  You  mentioned,  Mr.  Secretary,  about  the  na- 
tional parks  in  your  presentation  here  which,  of  course,  comes  be- 
fore another  subcommittee.  I  should  know  this  because  of  all  the 
years  we  have  been  on  the  committee,  but  does  the  Bureau  of  Rec- 
lamation operate  any  recreation  areas? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Yes. 

Mr.  Myers.  How  many  and  what  kind? 

Mr.  Beard.  I  can  get  you  a  list,  but  we  have  about  80  million 
visitor  days  a  year.  We  have  a  very  large,  in  fact,  I  think  the  num- 
ber of  visitor  days  exceeds  that  of  a  lot  of  other  agencies  in  the  De- 
partment of  Interior,  primarily  because  lakes  are  a  great  attrac- 
tion, flat  water  recreation  is  a  great  attraction,  and  we  have  a  sig- 
nificant number  of  visitor  days. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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RECREATIONAL  AREAS  OPERATED  BY  THE  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 
The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  operates  the  following  Recreational  Areas: 


ARIZONA 

Davis  Dam 

Hoover  Dam  Visitors  Facility 

CALIFORNIA 

East  Park  Reservoir 

Folsom- South  Canal  Recreation  Trail 

Lake  Berryessa 

New  Melones  Lake 

Stony  Gorge  Reservoir 

COLORADO 

Fruitgrowers  Reservoir 

IDAHO 

Black  Canyon  Reservoir 

Cascade  Reservoir 

Lake  Ualcott 

Little  Wood  River  Reservoir 

Mann  Creek  Reservoir 

Ririe  Lake 

IDAHO/WYOMING 
Palisades  Reservoir 


NORTH  DAKOTA 
Lake  Tschida 


OREGON 

Prineville  Reservoir 


WASHINGTON 
Scooteney  Reservoir 


WYOMING 

Kortes  Miracle  Mile  Recreation  Area 


MONTANA 

Canyon  Ferry  Reservoir 
Clark  Canyon  Reservoir 
Fresno  Reservoir 
Nelson  Reservoir 
Tiber  Reservoir 
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Mr,  Myers.  I  knew  some  of  the  lakes,  the  reservoirs  that  you  do 
have,  but  do  visitors  pay? 

Mr.  Beard.  Some  locations,  but  in  most  cases  they  do  not.  What 
we  have  done  as  a  matter  of  policy  is  to  turn  our  facilities  over  to 
local  entities  to  operate  and  maintain.  So  for  the  most  part  they 
are  operated  by  state  parks,  counties  or  other  Federal  agencies. 
The  Park  Service,  Forest  Service  and  BLM  all  operate  recreation 
facilities  at  Reclamation  reservoirs,  primarily  because  they  are  bet- 
ter at  the  job  than  we  are.  They  are  in  the  recreation  business. 
They  know  how  to  approach  this  problem,  and  it  is  much  easier  for 
us  to  turn  those  facilities  over.  We  have  had  a  problem  recently  of 
turnbacks,  local  entities  who  couldn't  afford 

Mr.  Myers.  They  didn't  want  the  ball? 

Mr.  Beard.  Here,  you  take  it.  And  that  has  presented  us  with 
a  little  bit  of  a  dilemma,  but  we  have  some  additional  funding  in 
here  for  recreation,  construction  of  some  recreational  facilities  to 
meet  health  and  safety  standards.  There  is  about  a  $3  million  in- 
crease for  that,  and  we  think  that  that  will  enable  us  to  meet 
health  and  safety  standards  at  those  facilities. 

Mr.  Myers.  In  the  $789  million  you  are  requesting  then,  there 
is  $3  million  for  construction.  Is  there  any  money  for  operation  of 
these  recreational  facilities? 

Mr.  Beard.  Yes,  of  those  we  operate,  yes,  there  are  operational 
funds  as  well. 

Mr.  Myers.  Would  you,  for  the  record,  show  what  that  is? 

Mr.  Beard.  Yes. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Funding  for  Operation  of  Recreational  Facilities 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  requesting  $6.5  million  for  the  operation  and  main- 
tenance of  its  recreational  facilities. 

Mr.  Myers.  Do  we  know  how  much  it  costs  per  visitor? 

Mr.  Beard.  We  can  provide  that. 

Mr.  Myers.  Would  you  provide  that,  what  the  cost  would  be? 

Mr.  Beard.  Sure. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Cost  Per  Visitor  at  Reclamation  Operated  Visitor  Facilities 

The  cost  per  visitor,  based  on  number  of  visitors  published  in  the  Water,  Land, 
and  Related  Data  1991  Summary  Statistics  document  and  the  current  estimated 
cost  of  operating  these  visitor  facilities,  is  $1.23  per  visitor. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may,  I  would  like  to  ex- 
pand this,  having  been  given  this  opportunity.  The  second  largest 
unit  of  the  National  Park  System  in  terms  of  visitation  is  the  Lake 
Mead  National  Recreation  area,  which  is,  obviously,  a  Reclamation 
facility.  Sitting  right  above  that  is  the  Lake  Powell  National  Recre- 
ation area  up  in  northern  Arizona. 

Lake  Mead  is  now  up  to  nearly  10  million  visitors  a  year,  just 
below  the  traffic  on  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway  as  a  unit  of  the  Na- 
tional Park  System.  Now,  the  Administration  and  the  Department 
have  submitted  a  proposal  to  this  Congress  that  we  be  given  a  little 
more  leeway  to  charge  admission  fees  at  these  areas,  recognizing 
all  the  factors,  but  moving  toward  visitor  fees  as  a  way  of  financing 
more  of  the  National  Park  System. 
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I  would  just  say  that  I  think  this  concept  really  bears  explo- 
ration, whether  it  is  in  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  the  facilities 
that  it  administers,  or  whether  it  is  in  the  National  Park  System 
or  wherever  else. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  I  was  familiar  that  at  camp  facilities  they  had 
to  pay,  and  the  national  parks,  of  course,  we  know  that  there  is  a 
fee  when  you  go  in  the  gate.  But  the  other  recreation,  how  much 
they  pay  for  boating  and  so  forth,  would  you  provide  for  the  record, 
if  you  would,  please. 

Mr.  Beard.  Yes. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Recreation  Fees 

There  are  many  different  fees  charged  for  different  types  of  recreation  areas  and 
associated  facilities.  Examples  of  these  include: 

Camping  facilities  and  visitor  centers:  May  include  all  or  some  of  the  following; 
Designated  tent  and  trailer  spaces,  drinking  water,  paved  access  roads,  refuse  con- 
tainers, flush  restrooms,  personal  fee  collection,  visitor  protection,  campfirc  rings, 
and  hot  showers,  boat  launch  facilities,  parking  spaces  for  cars  and  trailers,  boat 
dock,  multiple  launch  lanes,  picnic  tables,  hiking  trails,  full  service  marina,  swim- 
ming beach,  and  fish-cleaning  stations. 

Fees  generally  range  from  $1.00  to  $10.00  depending  on  recreation  area  and 
length  of  stay. 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Bevill. 

Mr.  Bevill's  Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Secretary,  Mr. 
Beard,  we  are  certainly  pleased  that  you  are  with  us  here  again, 
and  appreciate  the  good  work  that  you  do. 

GOAL  FOR  THE  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

Mr.  Secretary,  you  indicated  there  that  the  Bureau  is  in  the  proc- 
ess of  transforming  itself  from  civil  works  agency  to  enhanced 
water  resources  management,  and  also  your  budget  request  is  com- 
ing down  and  the  efforts  to  streamline  have  yielded  some  reduc- 
tions. 

What  do  you  envision  as  the  eventual  goal  for  the  Bureau,  and 
will  their  budget  go  down?  Will  they  eventually  only  require  oper- 
ation and  maintenance  funds? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  obviously,  I  think,  risky 
to  look  way  out  into  the  future,  but  I  think  this  progression  will 
continue.  I  think  that  with  the  ultimate  disposition  and  completion 
of  Animas-La  Plata  that  the  day  of  the  large  construction  project 
is  probably  over.  What  I  see  happening  as  these  facilities  come  up 
is  that  the  level  of  complexity  of  river  basin  administration  will  re- 
quire a  continuing  presence. 

There  are  lots  of  indications  of  that,  such  as  the  salinity  control 
issue  on  the  Colorado  River.  Dan  has  moved  this  in  a  somewhat 
different  direction  that  I  think  is  really,  really  important.  It  is  an 
issue  that  we  have  to  deal  with.  We  have  treaty  obligations  to  Mex- 
ico. It  affects  the  quality  of  agriculture  throughout  the  basin. 

Colorado  River  endangered  species — this  is  an  interesting  story, 
and  I  think  kind  of  a  straw  in  the  wind.  I  think  you  can  appreciate 
this,  given  our  endangered  species  dialogue  in  your  part  of  the 
country.  We  have  successfully  worked  out  the  endangered  fish  is- 
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sues  in  the  upper  Colorado  River  Basin.  We  have  a  comprehensive 
plan.  There  is  a  complete  consensus  about  it,  but  it  does  cost  some 
money.  That  is  a  bit  of  a  surprise  to  some  of  the  old-timers  who 
say  what  is  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  doing  in  the  endangered 
species  business?  Well,  the  answer  is  real  simple.  It  is  a  water 
management  issue,  and  to  the  extent  that  they  can  find  consensus, 
we  are  way,  way  ahead. 

We  have  talked  about  the  California  kinds  of  issues,  such  as 
water  reclamation  and  conservation.  I  think  that  this  trend  will 
continue.  It  is  not  likely  that  my  successors  will  be  up  here  saying 
let's  close  the  doors  in  the  next  half  century.  These  water  issues 
are  becoming  more  complex.  They  are — they  used  to  be  sort  of  a 
western  obsession,  but  we  now  see  them  coming  up  everywhere. 

I  was  down  in  Georgia,  close  to  you,  this  past  week,  and  I  find 
that  there  is  a  serious  water  resource  issue  on  the  coastal  plain  of 
Georgia  because  of  the  groundwater  pumping,  and  saltwater  intru- 
sion. Now,  the  Geological  Survey  is  doing  an  enormous  amount  of 
work  modeling  that,  but  when  it  comes  to  the  techniques  of  manag- 
ing aquifers  to  deal  with  saltwater  intrusion,  these  are  the  guys 
that  do  it.  Traditionally,  they  have  only  done  it  in  California,  but 
it  is  now  a  national  problem.  There  are,  I  think,  endless  examples 
of  water  issues  that  are  going  to  require  a  certain  level  of  coordina- 
tion at  the  regional  and  interstate  level,  and  a  certain  level  of  tech- 
nology, science,  and  water  management  expertise  from  this  agency. 
It  is  an  enormously  valuable  Federal  asset. 

They  have  got  a  century  of  technology  and  science  and  other  ex- 
pertise. We  ought  not  to,  you  know,  smash  it  all  down  and  throw 
it  aside  in  the  rush  to  willy-nilly  shut  down  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. I  don't  see  that  as  being  in  the  national  interest. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Yes,  that  problem  actually  hit.  Mr.  Chairman,  you 
remember  New  Orleans  and  how  it  endangered  their  whole  water 
supply.  They  had  to  build  a  small  dam  under  the  water. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Not  to  wax  too  endlessly  about  this,  but  Lou- 
isiana is  an  extraordinary  example  of  the  importance  of  science  and 
water  resource  technology  because  the  coastal  wetlands  in  Mis- 
sissippi are  disappearing,  40  square  miles  a  year.  The  sediment, 
because  of  the  configuration  of  that  waterway,  is  now  being 
dumped  out  over  the  continental  shelf  as  that  channel  carries  it 
past  New  Orleans  way  out  into  the  Gulf.  That  sediment  is  what 
creates  the  wetlands,  and  we  have  a  long-range  engineering,  water 
quality,  water  chemistry,  wetlands,  biological  issue  there.  I  think 
the  Federal  agencies  have  an  important  role  to  play.  There  are 
many  examples  of  that. 

SHASTA  TEMPERATURE  CONTROL  DEVICE 

Mr.  Bevill.  You  indicated  that  the  Bureau  and  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia have  yet  to  agree  on  the  cost-sharing  arrangement  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  for  the  Shasta  Temperature  Control  Device. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  State  committed  to  meeting  its 
share  by  signing  an  agreement  in  1994.  Now,  what  is  the  reason 
that  the  State  has  yet  to  commit  the  funds? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Well,  the  State  of  California  had  a  significant 
set  of  budget  and  economic  problems.  I  think  they  are  now  moving 
out  of  the  bottom  of  that  cycle.  I  have  talked  with  (Governor  Wilson 
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about  this,  and  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  we  haven't  seen  the 
color  of  their  money,  I  believe  that  the  State  is  committed  to 
produce  it.  I  would  urge  this  committee  to  be  firm  but  conciliatory. 
I  don't  think  it  is  time  to  threaten  the  State.  I  believe  they  are 
going  to  deliver. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE  BY  NON-FEDERAL 

Mr.  Bevill.  All  right.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Beard,  can  you  give  us  any 
specifics  on  the  facilities  where  non-Federal  entities  have  actually 
been  identified  to  take  over  operation  and  maintenance  or  even 
take  title  to  projects? 

Mr.  Beard.  Well,  we  can,  Mr.  Bevill.  I  would  be  happy  to  provide 
you  a  list  for  the  record.  Let  me  just  sort  of  amplify. 

To  transfer  title  requires  an  act  of  Congress.  There  is  legislation 
on  the  books,  legislation  passed  in  1906  saying  that  all  facilities 
built  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  title  vests  with  the  United 
States  and  can  only  be  transferred  by  an  act  of  Congress. 

There  have  been  legislative  transfers  of  title,  the  latest  being  in 
1992.  We  also  have  transferred  the  responsibility  for  operation  and 
maintenance  for  a  large  number  of  projects  to  local  entities. 

As  you  know,  they  reimburse  us  for  all  operation  and  mainte- 
nance costs,  so  in  many  cases  it  is  much  cheaper  for  the  local  gov- 
ernments, local  water  districts  to  operate  those  facilities.  We  have 
worked  out  procedures,  almost  a  cookie-cutter  approach  to  how  we 
go  about  this  process  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  Federal  employees 
involved  that  are  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  business,  pro- 
tect their  pensions,  and  pay.  We  have,  as  a  matter  of  routine, 
transferred  quite  a  few  facilities  to  local  entities  for  operation  by 
those  local  entities,  the  latest  being  the  Delta-Mendota  Canal  in 
California  where  there  is  a  rather  significant  facility  that  was 
transferred,  about,  two  years  ago.  We  can  provide  you  with  a  list, 
but  it  is  something  that  we  have  done  on  a  regular  basis.  But, 
frankly,  we  ought  to  speed  up  the  number  of  facilities  that  we 
transfer. 

[The  information  follows:] 


BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION  CONSTRUCTED  FACILITIES  OPERATED  BY 
NON-FEDERAL  ENTITIES 


Artxickle,  OR 

Amdd,OK 

Avondale,  ID 

Baker,  OR 

Balmoitiea,  TX 

Belle  Fourche,  SO 

Bitter  Root,  MT 

Boise  -  Distribution  Facilities,  ID/OR 

Bostwick  Pari<,  CRS  Participating,  GO 

Bodder  Canyon: 

All-American  Canal,  NV/CA 
Buffalo  Rapids,  MT 
Buford-Trenton,  MT 
Burnt  River,  OR 
Cachuma,  CA 
Canadian  River,  TX 
Carlsbad,  NM 

Central  Arizona,  Colorado  River  Basin  Project,  AZ 
Central  Arizona,  All  Non- Indian  Dist.  Systems,  AZ 
Central  Oregon  Irrigation  District,  OR 
Central  Utah,  CRS  Participating: 

Initial  Phase,  Vernal  Unit,  UT 

Jensen  Unit,  UT 
Central  Valley: 

American  River  Division,  CA 
Sly  Park 

Aubum-Folsom  South  Units,  CA 

Delta  Division,  CA 

Folsom,  CA 

Friant  Division,  CA 

Sacramento  Canals  Unit,  CA 

Sacramento  River  Division,  CA 

San  Felipe  Division,  CA 
Chief  Joseph  Dam: 

Foster  Creek  Division,  WA 

Greater  Wenatchee  Division,  WA 

Okanogan-Similkameen  Division,  WA 
Oroviile-Tonasket  Unit 
Whitestone  Coulee  Unit 
Crescent  Lake  Dam,  OR 
Crooked  River,  OR 
Dalton  Gardens,  ID 
Deschutes,  OR 
Pick-Sloan  Missouri  Basin  Program: 

(Missouri  River  Basin) 

Belle  Fourche  Unit,  SO 

Bighom  Basin  Division,  WY 


Eden,WY 

Emery  County,  CRS  Participating,  UT 
Ftorida  CRS  Participating,  CO 
Fort  Sumner,  NM 
Frenchtown,  MT 
Fruitgrowers  Dam,  CO 
Fryingpan-Ari<ansas,  CO 
Gila,AZ 

Grand  Valley,  CO 
Grants  Pass,  OR 

Hammond,  CRS  Participating,  NM 
Humboldt,  NIV 
Huntley,  MT 

Hyrum  (Salt  Lake  Basin),  UT 
Intake,  MT 
Kendrick,  WY 
Klamath,  OR/CA 
Laviston  Orchards,  ID 
LittleWood  River,  ID 
Lower  Gunnison,  CO 
Lower  Rio  Grande,  TX 
Lower  Yellowstone  (Fort  Buford),  TX/ND 
Lyman,  WY/UT 
Mancos,  CO 
Mann  Creek,  ID 
McGee  Creek,  OK 
Michaud  Flats,  ID 
Midde  Rio  Grande,  NM 
Milk  River,  MT 

Minidoka  -  Distritxrtion  Facilities,  ID/WY 
Mirage  Fiats,  NB 
Missoula  Valley,  MT 
Moon  Lake,  UT 
Ne\vlands,  NV/CA 
Newton,  UT 
Norman,  OK 

North  Platte  (Sweetwater),  WY/NB 
Nueces  River,  TX 
Ogden  River,  UT 
Okarxsgan,  WA 
Oriand,  CA 
Owyhee,  OR/CA 
Palmetto  Bend,  TX 
Palo  Verde,  CA/AZ 
Paonia,  CRS  Participating,  CO 
Three  Fort<s  Division,  MT 

Crow  Creek  Pump  Unit 

East  Bench  Unit 
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Owl  Creek  Urtt,  WV 

Lucem  Pumping  Plant 

Owl  Creek  ID  System 
Bostwick  Division,  KS/NB 

Courtland  Unit 
Kansas -Bostwick  ID  System 
Nebraska- Bostwick  ID  System 
Cheyenne  Dwiskxi,  SD 

Angostura  Unit 
Frenchman-Cambridge  Division,  NB 

Frenchman-Cambridge  ID  System 
Frenchman  Unit,  NB 

Frenchman  Valley  ID  System 

H&RW  ID  System 
Meeker-Driftwood  Unit,  NB 

Frenchman  Valley  ID  System 
Garrison  Division,  ND 

Garrison  Diversion  Unit 
Minot  Extension 
Heart  Division,  ND 

Heart  Butte  Unit 
Western  Heart  ID  System 
Helena-Great  Falls  Unit.  MT 

Helena  Valley  UvU 
James  Diviskxi,  SO 

OaheUnit 
James  Diversion  Dam 
Kanaska  Division,  KS 
Kerwin  Unit.  KS 
Middte  jjoup  Diviskxi.  NB 

FarwedUrit 

Sargent  Unit 
North  Dakota  Pumping  Division.  ND 

Fori  Clark  Ur^ 
North  Loup  Divisk)n.  NB 

Twin  LcMjps  Carriage  &  Distribution 

Davis  Creek  Dam 
Riverton  Unit,  VW 
Sandhills  Diviskxi,  NB 

Alnsworth  Unit 
Smokey  Hills  Division,  NB 

Cedar  Bhifs  ID  System 
SokXTXXi  Diviskxi,  KS 

Glen  Ekler  SpiRway  Bridge 
South  Dakota  Pumping  Diviskxi,  SO 

Gray  Goose  System 

Hilltop  System 


Webster  Unit,  KS 

Webster  ID  System 
Wind  Division,  WY 

Riverton  Unit 

Bull  Lake  Dam 

Wind  River  Diversion  Dam 

Pitot  Butte  Dam 

Midvale  ID  System 
Yellowstone  Division,  MT 

Savage  Unit 
Pecos  River  Salvage,  NM/TX 
Pine  River,  CO 
Preston  Bench,  ID 
Rapid  Valley,  SD 
Rathdrun  Prairie,  ID 
Rk)  Grande,  NM/TX 
Robert  B.Griffith  Water,  NV 
Rogue  River  Basin: 

Medford  &  Rogue  R.  Val.  Irrig.  Dist.,  OR 
Salt  River,  AZ 
San  Diego  Project,  CA 
San  Luis  Valley,  Conejos,  CO 
Sanpete,  UT 
Santa  Maria,  CA 
Shoshone,  WY/MT 
Silt,  CRS  Participating,  CO 
Smith  Fort<,  CRS  Participating,  CO 
Strawberry  Valley,  UT 
Sun  River.  MT 

The  Dalles,  Westem  Diviston,  OR 
Truckee  Storage,  NV/CA 
Tualatin,  OR 

Tucumcari  (Arch  Huriey),  NM 
Umatilla,  OR 
Uncompahgre,  CO 
Vale,  OR 
Velarde  Ditch 
Ventura  River,  CA 
Vermejo,  NM 

W.  C.  Austin  (Lugert-Altus),  OK 
Wapinitia,  Juniper  Diviskxi,  OR 
WashHa  Basin,  OK 

WEB  Rural  Water  Devetopment  Project,  SD 
Weber  Basia  UT 
Wfchita,  Cheney  Diviskxi,  KS 
Y*ima,  WA 
Yuma  Auxiliary,  AZ 
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COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN  SALINITY  CONTROL 

Mr.  Bevill.  Explain  the  program  to  redefine  the  Federal  role  in 
the  Colorado  River  Basin  salinity  control  program  with  more  cost- 
effective  options.  Will  this  save  us  any  money,  and  why  does  it  cost 
$6  million  to  redefine  these  options?  I  realize  the  Secretary  touched 
on  this,  but  I  thought  you  might  expand  on  it. 

Mr.  Beard.  In  the  past,  what  we  have  done  is  take  what  I  would 
call  a  traditional  Federal  approach.  We  have  gone  out  and  done 
some  surveys  and  investigations  and  located  a  particular  natural 
formation  that  is  contributing  salt  to  the  river.  We  then  have  sat 
down  and  we,  the  Federal  agency,  have  designed  a  solution  to  the 
problem.  We  have  done  the  planning,  the  design,  the  construction, 
and  then  hope  to  find  somebody  to  take  over  operation  and  mainte- 
nance of  facilities.  An  entirely  Federal  solution  from  beginning  to 
end. 

We  have  spent  about  $280  million  over  the  last  20  years.  Yet  the 
amount  of  salt  that  we  have  reduced  or  salt  that  we  have  taken 
out  of  the  river  is  not — there  is  a  judgment  question  here  of  wheth- 
er or  not  we  have  really  gotten  our  mone5^s  worth.  What  we  have 
suggested  to  the  Colorado  River  Salinity  Control  Forum  and  other 
organizations  is  there  has  to  be  a  better  way,  a  cheaper  way. 

What  we  are  proposing  to  do  is  take  these  funds,  $6  million,  and 
essentially  buy  salt.  In  other  words,  we  are  going  to  rely  on  local 
governments,  the  private  sector  and  others  to  come  up  with  ideas 
on  how  to  reduce  salt  flow  into  the  river,  and  we  are  committing 
to  essentially  buy  their  ideas.  So  rather  than  relying  on  a  Federal 
agency  to  think  up  the  solution,  design  it,  construct  it,  and  operate 
it,  we  are  going  to  go  out  to  local  entities  and  to  the  private  sector 
and  ask  them  to  give  us  their  best  ideas  and  we  will  buy  salt,  in 
essence.  We  think  we  can  get  more  salt  out  of  the  river  at  a  cheap- 
er price  and  do  it  faster  than  the  traditional  program. 

I  would  say  that  this  is  important  not  only  for  agriculture  in  the 
region,  it  is  even  more  important  for  communities  in  Southern  Cali- 
fornia. The  water  that  leaves  the  Colorado  River  and  goes  over  to 
Southern  California  is  saline.  There  are  treatment  costs  that  are 
involved  in  Southern  California  and  all  throughout  the  Southern 
California  area  and  also  in  Arizona.  It  is  very  important  that  we 
find  a  way  to  reduce  the  salt  in  the  river  to  meet  domestic  needs 
as  well  as  our  international  obligations  to  the  Mexicans.  So  we 
think  it  is  a  better  way.  We  can  get  a  bigger  bang  for  our  buck, 
if  you  will. 

Mr.  Bevill.  I  am  just  curious.  Does  each  of  these  operations  you 
are  undertaking  there,  which,  of  course,  are  commendable,  but  does 
that  require  you  to  negotiate  with  Mexico  in  taking  that  action? 

Mr.  Beard.  No. 

Mr.  Bevill.  The  salinity  of  their  water,  I  have  flown  over  it 
there,  I  am  familiar  with  that,  that  is  still  a  part  of  the  agreement 
and  binding  and  still  in  operation. 

Mr.  Beard.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Are  you  going  to  be  able  to  make  any  improvements 
on  that? 

Mr.  Beard.  Right  now  we  are  meeting  our  treaty  obligations  and 
we  will  continue  to  do  so.  Our  Mexican  counterparts,  I  have  met 
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with  them  and  toured  the  area  with  them,  and  they  are  satisfied 
with  the  way  things  are  going  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Bevill.  Thank  you.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Mr.  Bevill,  I  can't  resist  just  underlining  the 
importance  of  what  the  Commissioner  is  talking  about.  We  don't 
have  a  distinguished  record  of  achievement  on  salinity  control  and 
the  reason  is  that  across  the  last  20  or  30  years  we  really  have 
been  wedded  to  this  big  project  model. 

I  remember  actually  seeing  a  plan,  as  an  example,  which  I  be- 
lieve never  really  surfaced  out  of  the  files  of  the  Bureau — to  con- 
struct a  significant  size  dam  in  the  Grand  Canyon  to  collect  and 
block  off  the  water  from  a  saline  spring  called  Blue  Springs,  and 
then  to  build  a  nuclear  facility  to  desalt  the  water  behind  this  dam. 

We  have  the  famous  desalting  facility  mothballed  outside  of 
Yuma  right  now.  I  don't  mean  to  heap  too  much  scorn  on  it,  but 
it  was  a  reflection  of  a  kind  of  engineering  approach  to  salinity  con- 
trol. We  may  yet  find  some  way  to  use  that  technology,  and  we  are 
taking  care  of  that  plant  because  it  is  a  remarkable  technological 
achievement.  It  nonetheless  stands  in  the  desert  as  a  monument  to 
a  mindset,  which  says  we  are  going  to  go  out  there  and  build  engi- 
neering works  and  do  it  that  way.  What  Dan  is  sajdng,  I  think,  is 
if  ever  there  was  a  place  to  kind  of  put  it  out  of,  and  let  market 
forces  go  to  work,  this  is  really  a  wonderful  example  of  it. 

FOLLOW-UP  QUESTION  ON  RESCISSION 

Mr.  Myers.  I  think  that  recommendation  reached  the  committee 
years  ago.  I  kind  of  remember  that  discussion.  At  the  time  I  don't 
quite  know  why  nuclear  power  played  into  it.  It  seemed  like  there 
were  other  desalination  plans,  and  we  didn't  have  to  spend  money 
on  an  expensive  nuclear  plant,  what  it  costs  today.  I  have  one  fol- 
low-up question  I  meant  to  ask  at  the  time  about  the  proposed  re- 
scission of  $10  million. 

Would  it  be  necessary  to  abrogate  any  contracts  if  that  should  be 
enacted? 

Mr.  Beard.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Myers.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen's  Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you  for 
moving  me  up  closer  to  the  center  of  power.  Appreciate  that.  Mr. 
Secretary,  we  haven't  met,  but  you  certainly  get  high  marks  from 
everybody  I  talk  to  in  New  Jersey. 

sterling  forest 

I  want  to  sort  of  move  to  a  few  questions,  and  I  know  that  we 
are  here  to  hear  about  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  they  don't 
have  facilities  in  New  Jersey,  but  I  know  you  were  good  enough 
last  year  to  testify  before  the  Natural  Resources  Committee  to  the 
importance  of  preserving  an  area  which  is  in  New  York  State  called 
Sterling  Forest.  And  this  is  an  area  approximately  9,000  to  10,000 
acres,  a  major  watershed  area  for  northern  New  Jersey  and  it  af- 
fects potentially,  if  that  area  is  developed,  approximately  4.5  mil- 
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lion  people.  You  testified  last  year,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge, 
that  you  were  in  support  of  preserving  that  property.  Is  that  some- 
thing which  you  today  support  the  preservation  of? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Congressman,  I  do,  indeed.  I  have  been  up 
and  looked  at  that  area.  I  think  that  it  is  a  remarkable  place,  a 
really  important  open  space  adjacent  to  the  largest  urban  areas  in 
the  Nation.  In  terms  of  its  watershed  function,  it  is  really  com- 
parable to  the  areas  in  the  Adirondacks  that  have  been  of  such  ex- 
traordinary value  in  protecting  the  water  supply  of  New  York  City. 

That  is  one  of  the  great  success  stories  of  all  time.  New  York 
City  has  less  water  treatment  costs  by  a  factor  of  probably  a  hun- 
dred than  an  average  western  city  because  of  the  early  recognition 
that  that  watershed  ought  to  be  protected.  As  you  suggest,  the 
Sterling  Forest  is  an  extension  of  that  principle. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  So  you  very  much  reinforce  anything  we 
can  do,  and  your  department  can  do  to  purchase  that  property.  As 
you  may  know,  the  State  of  New  Jersey  has  put  its  money  where 
its  mouth  is  by  putting  into  our  State  budget  $10  million  to  match 
Federal  funds.  If  Congress  authorizes  the  acquisition  of  Sterling 
Forest,  will  the  Department  budget  for  this  activity? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  If  Congress  authorizes  it,  the  answer  is  yes. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  I  am  glad  to  hear  that.  As  you  may  be 
aware,  for  the  past  couple  of  years  Congress  has  actually  given 
your  Department  some  money  to  begin  that  acquisition  process. 

Could  you  tell  me  how  those  dollars  are  currently  being  used? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Mr.  Congressman,  I  will  have  to  respond  in 
writing  to  that. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen.  I  would  very  much  appreciate  your  re- 
sponse, and  let  me  thank  you  for  reinforcing  that.  I  think  New 
York  and  New  Jersey  would  benefit  extremely  well  if  we  were  to 
purchase  that  property,  and  I  really  appreciate  your  strong  en- 
dorsement of  moving  ahead  with  that  project,  and  I  certainly  look 
forward  to  working  with  you  to  facilitate  that. 

Thank  you  very  much.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Funding  for  Sterling  Forest  Land  Acquisition 

The  House  reports  accompanying  the  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1995  Interior 
and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  bills  have  stated  that  land  acquisition  fiinds 
made  available  for  the  Appalachian  National  Scenic  Trail  may  be  used  for  acquisi- 
tion in  Sterling  Forest  when  in  accord  with  the  Trail  plan. 

The  Appalachian  Trail  runs  2,100  miles  from  Maine  to  Georgia.  The  total  land 
acquisition  funding  available  for  Appalachian  Trail  protection  was  $6  million  in  fis- 
cal year  1994  and  $3  million  in  fiscal  year  1995.  No  fiscal  year  1994  or  fiscal  year 
1995  funds  have  been  used  for  Trail  protection  in  Sterling  Forest  to  date.  The  Na- 
tional Park  Service  is,  however,  in  settlement  negotiations  for  the  purchase  of  land 
and  interests  in  land  in  Sterling  Forest  to  resolve  a  long  standing  issue  of  protection 
of  the  Trail  in  the  area  of  Little  Dam  Lake. 

WATER — RESPONSIBILITY  TO  LOCAL  COMMUNITIES 

Mr.  Myers.  In  a  discussion  of  water,  what  responsibility  does  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  have  to  local  communities  if  they  need 
water,  if  they  are  running  out  of  water,  M&I  water,  in  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  areas,  if  any? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  The  answer  is — I  think  formally  and  legally — 
none.  I  think  as  a  practical  matter  local  communities  have  again. 
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and  again,  and  again  turned  to  the  Bureau  for,  most  importantly, 
engineering  assistance  in  doing  feasibility  studies  and  analyses. 

Many  communities  actually  do  offer  cost  sharing  simply  to  invite 
the  Bureau  in  to  do  those  things.  It  is  true  in  my  own  hometown 
of  Flagstaff,  Arizona.  We  are  7,000  feet  in  elevation.  We  are  not 
within  striking  distance  of  the  Colorado  River.  We  will  never  get 
water  from  the  Colorado  River,  but  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has 
for  50  years  been  a  consultant  to  the  City  of  Flagstaff  in  looking 
for  groundwater  supplies  in  analyzing  some  very  complicated  water 
resource  issues.  Again,  I  think  that  is  an  area  that  has  a  lot  of  im- 
portance in  the  future. 

Mr.  Myers.  Are  any  studies  available  to  communities  like  that? 
Are  you  helping  them  anticipate  their  needs  for  the  future  where 
the  water  might  come  from,  the  water  supply? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  There  are,  I  think,  two  classes  of  answers. 
One  is  Congress  has,  from  time  to  time,  authorized  and  funded  spe- 
cific studies  which  puts  the  Bureau  to  work  pursuant  to  congres- 
sional direction.  I  think  those  are  very  valid  and  important,  but  the 
Bureau  on  its  own  has — in  a  sort  of  eclectic  kind  of  opportunistic 
way — responded  to  State  water  resource  agencies  and  communities, 
and  on  a  cost  sharing,  and  even  on  a  cost-reimbursable,  basis  done 
this  kind  of  work.  We  obviously  encourage  it. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  then  other  than  times  when  we  have  specifi- 
cally directed  the  Bureau  or  someone  else  to  make  a  water  study, 
there  are  ongoing  studies  now  that  you  routinely,  that  the  Geologi- 
cal Survey  does? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Well,  what  I  have  tried  to  do  is  present  a  the- 
oretical spectrum  of  opportunities  to  communities.  If  the  issue  is 
the  existence  of  water,  the  availability  of  groundwater — these  kinds 
of  issues — the  Geological  Survey  has  a  large  and  formal  program. 
It  is  typically  a  written  agreement  with  a  State  which  puts  them 
in  partnership  with  the  State.  That  tracks  down  in  many  instances 
to  an  individual  community  where  they  will  go  out  and  do  a  study, 
upon  request  and  always  with  cost  sharing. 

They  are  magnificent  documents.  They  are  really  the  best  kind 
of  science  there  is.  Now,  the  Bureau  shows  up  at  the  point  when 
Flagstaff,  Arizona,  has  a  Geological  Survey  water  supply  study, 
which  says  there  is  water,  the  best  quality  groundwater  is  3,000 
feet  down  in  a  fault  zone  in  the  Kaibab  limestone,  35.2  miles  east 
of  Flagstaff,  Arizona. 

The  next  question  is  what  will  it  cost  to  extract  it,  filter  it,  build 
a  pipeline  and  put  it  into  the  city  water  treatment  plant.  That  is 
the  Bureau's  beat  and  it  is  the  sort  of  stuff  they  do  really  well. 

Mr.  Myers.  A  city  the  size  of  Flagstaff  I  am  sure  has  resources 
and  has  probably  ongoing  plans  for  the  future  needs  down  the  road 
for  years,  but  smaller  communities,  they  are  the  ones  that  really 
don't  realize  a  problem  exists  until  they  are  out  of  water.  I  know 
it  has  even  happened  in  Indiana  where  you  don't  miss  the  water 
until  the  well  goes  dry,  literally  the  well  has  gone  dry  in  some  com- 
munities. They  call  up  and  say,  our  well  is  dry,  we  haven't  got 
water  for  tomorrow.  We  had  to  close  the  school.  Is  there  anjrthing 
you  can  do  to  help  with  that? 

Mr.  Beard.  I  think  the  short  answer  to  your  question  is  it  is  very 
difficult  to  find  a  major  western  city  where  the  Bureau  of  Reclama- 
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tion  does  not  supply  all  or  a  portion  of  the  water  supply,  the  whole- 
sale water  supply  for  those  communities.  Los  Angeles,  Southern 
California,  is  a  good  example,  with  20  million  people,  and  two- 
thirds  of  the  water  supply  for  the  20  million  people  is  imported. 

Well,  it  is  imported  from  Bureau  of  Reclamation  facilities  or  fa- 
cilities that  are  related  to  Reclamation  facilities.  It  is  the  same 
whether  it  is  Phoenix,  Tucson,  Las  Vegas,  Salt  Lake  City,  Denver. 

Mr.  Myers.  Do  they  drink  water  in  Las  Vegas? 

Mr.  Beard.  They  do  with  something  with  it.  But  we  have  also 
had  a  very  substantial  impact  in  rural  communities  as  well.  This 
budget,  for  example,  is  a  continuation  of  funding  to  assist  in  the 
construction  of  rural  water  supply  systems  in  North  Dakota,  South 
Dakota,  and  other  communities.  I  think  it  is  very  difficult  to  find 
communities  in  the  West  that  don't  have  some  relationship  with 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

Even  in  States  like  Oklahoma  we  have  been  a  major  water  sup- 
ply provider  at  the  wholesale  level.  Much  of  that  has  to  do  with 
congressional  direction,  trying  to  artfully  get  around  the  former 
Speaker  from  Oklahoma,  but  many  of  the  projects  we  had  there 
came  through  congressional  authorizations.  The  Congress  has 
given  us  the  authority  to  go  out  and  assist  in  many  of  these  areas, 
and  we  have. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  mean  Speaker  Gingrich  hasn't  been  the  first  one 
to  be 

Mr.  Beard.  No,  that  is  right. 

NATIONAL  water  STUDY 

Mr.  Myers.  We  know  who  you  are  speaking  of,  we  served  with 
them,  too,  and  they  are  very  effective.  This  committee  has  received 
a  request  for  a  national  water  supply  study.  Are  you  going  to  be 
folded  into  this  or  are  you  aware  of  it?  Maybe  I  shouldn't  ask  it. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  familiar  with  Senator 
Hatfield's  legislation  for  a  western  water 

Mr.  Myers.  No,  this  isn't  congressional.  The  administration  has 
requested  it,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  specifically. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Oh,  interesting.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
will  have  a  formal  proposal  for  a  national  water  study  over  the 
transom  by  10:00  a.m.  tomorrow  morning. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  don't  make  any  plans  yet.  We  had  some  res- 
ervation. I  think  water  is  a  local  responsibility.  Sometimes,  as  you 
say,  cost  sharing,  they  need  help,  but  I  am  not  sure  we  really  need 
another  national  study  of  all  the  priorities,  but  we  will  have  to  take 
a  look  at  it. 

ANIMAS-LA  PLATA 

The  Chairman  and  I  have  been  on  the  committee  for  a  good 
many  years  and  Animas-La  Plata  has  been  on  our  plate  for  a  good 
many  years.  It  has  been  up  and  down.  The  Indians,  two  tribes,  en- 
tered into  what  I  think  constitutes  a  treaty  agreement  a  number 
of  years  ago.  They  gave  up  their  water  rights  for  the  understanding 
Animas-La  Plata  would  be  built  and  yet  they  still  haven't  quite  got 
there. 

Last  year,  in  response  to  a  question  from  Mr.  Bevill,  you  stated 
that  you  are  committed  to  helping  them.  You  said,  again,  today  you 
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are.  But,  this  is  an  example,  the  EIS  was,  I  understood  it  was  to 
be  completed  this  spring,  and  now  it  is  moved  up  to  October,  and 
it  seems  like  it  constantly  is  delayed. 

An  agreement  was  worked  with  the  environmentalists  several 
years  ago  on  this  project.  Now,  we  talk  about  the  benefit-cost  ratio 
Does  that  really  enter  into,  the  benefit-cost  ratio?  I  understood  it 
was  an  agreement  it  was  going  to  be  built.  Now,  do  we  go  back  and 
say  It  might  not  be  built  because  of  the  B-C  condition? 

Could  you  explain  to  us  where  we  are  a  bit  more  thorouehlv 
today?  ^    ^ 

Secretary  BABBITT.  The  benefit-cost  issue  has  already  been  set- 
tled and  decided  by  the  Congress.  It  is  no  longer  on  the  table  so 
far  as  my  experience  over  30  years  across  the  West.  It  is  not  an 
issue  that  any  court  is  going  to  take  up. 

The  environmental  impact  process  is  complex.  It  is  being  driven, 
as  you  know,  by  litigation  and  a  judicial  injunction  which  is  now 
m  effect,  pendmg  the  completion  of  the  updated  supplementary  en- 
vironmental impact  statement. 

I  will  say  without  making  any  judgments  that  these  issues,  when 
it  comes  to  building  dams  on  rivers,  have  become  a  lot  more  com- 
plex in  the  last  10  or  15  years.  You  can  sort  of  see  it  in  the  air 
out  there,  but  I  believe  that  the  environmental  compliance  effort  is 
adequate.  We  have  received  the  requisite  Section  7  signoff  from  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  which  is  an  important  hurdle  to  clear 

Mr.  Myers.  That  was  the  problem  last  year,  as  I  recall,  but  that 
has  been  agreed  to  now? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  issued  a 
Section  7  opinion,  and  that  is  taken  care  of,  but  the  NEPA  compli- 
ance IS  still  an  issue.  The  Bureau  has,  I  believe,  taken  great  care 
to  do  this  as  mandated  by  the  court  and  as  framed  in  conjunction 
with  the  water  users  and  the  tribes  and  all  of  the  other  agencies. 

Dan,  do  you  want  to  add  anything  to  that? 

Mr.  Beard.  I  would  just  say,  we  find  ourselves  between  a  rock 
and  a  hard  place.  We  want  to  do — we  want  to  make  sure  that  we 
touch  every  procedural  base  correctly  so  that  there  are  no  mistakes 
in  the  end.  That  takes  time  and  attention  that  necessitated  extend- 
ing the  schedule. 

Now,  we  have  involved  the  project  supporters,  the  tribes  in  our 
process.  In  fact,  they  are  undertaking  some  of  the  work  under  au- 
thority that  the  Secretary  has  to  contract  out  Federal  functions  to 
Indian  tribes.  We  are  involving  them  in  that  process  so  that  they 
are  a  full  participant  in  this,  and  that  the  extension  of  the  schedule 
has  been  agreed  to  and  everybody,  nobody  likes  it,  but  everybody 
agrees  to  the  extension. 

You  know,  it  is  either  pay  me  now  or  pay  me  later  if  we  make 
a  mistake  in  a  procedural  step  here.  We  know  we  are  going  to  be 
sued,  no  matter  what  happens.  We  file  it  with  the  court,  we  know 
that  there  will  be  other  court  action.  We  fully  expect  it  anyway, 
let's  put  it  that  way.  We  want  to  make  sure  that  we  touch  every 
base  correctly  and  so  that  we  don't  end  up  trying  to  meet  an  artifi- 
cially early  deadline  and  then  extend  the  thing  by  another  two 
years  at  the  end. 

We  are  also  fully  aware  that  there  is  a  year  2000  deadline  here, 
and  the  tnbes  have  the  ability  to  reopen  and  go  back  into  court  if 
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they  so  choose.  I  think  that  is  a  judgment  that  they  are  in  the  proc- 
ess of  making,  but  right  now  they  are  involved  in  our  process,  and 
they  are  a  participant  in  it.  They  are  aware  of  the  extensions  and 
what  is  going  on  and  why. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  Mr.  Bevill  and  I  met  with  the  tribes'  represent- 
atives a  couple  weeks  ago  and  they  feel  like  they  have  been  let 
down.  They  have  done  everything  that  has  been  asked  of  them.  In 
fact,  of  course,  original  concessions  were  made  by  the  tribes  back 
a  number  of  years  ago  before  your  watch,  Mr.  Secretary,  and  yours, 
too,  Mr.  Commissioner.  But,  anyway,  they  feel  like  they  have  done 
everything,  but  time  is  running  out,  and  the  legal  expenses  con- 
tinue to  be  their  burden,  and  I  share  their  concern. 

I  think  it  seems  like  that  they  have — now  this  year  as  an  exam- 
ple I  understand  the  only  construction  you  are  requesting  is  relo- 
cating a  gas  line.  Isn't  it  possible  after  October  that  we  can  start 
construction  in  this  next  fiscal  year  for  some  of  this  project  so  we 
can  meet  that  year  2000  deadline  without  causing  anymore  undue 
burden  to  the  tribes? 

Mr.  Beard.  Well,  I  have  told  the  project  sponsors  as  well  that  it 
is  our  best  judgment  based  on  what  we  anticipate  will  happen 
when  we  go  back  to  court.  We  are  trying  to  read  into  the  crystal 
ball,  but  our  best  judgment  is  that  if  we  go  back  into  the  court  in 
October  and  we  get  clearance,  given  the  construction  season  and 
the  design  work  that  has  to  be  done  and  the  contracts  that  have 
to  be  let  and  all  the  other  requirements  that  are  there,  that  that 
is  the  best  that  we  can  do  in  1996. 

I  have  told  them  that  if  we  can  do  more,  we  do  have  the  ability 
to  reprogram  funds  and  we  could  let  other  contracts,  assuming  that 
we  had  slippage  in  other  areas  as  well.  So  I  have  given  them  a 
commitment  that  I  will  do  that  in  1996  if  it  is  possible  or  if  it  is 
feasible  to  do,  but,  again,  I  don't  want  to  request  funds  from  you 
that  I  am,  in  the  end,  not  going  to  need.  I  don't  want  to  request 
more  than  I  need.  So  the  problem  with  budgeting  is  you  are  always 
looking  at  least  one  and  two  years  in  advance,  trying  to  guess  what 
is  going  to  happen. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  understand  the  land  is  available;  is  that  right?  The 
land  needed  to  complete  Animas-La  Plata  is  available  to  the  Bu- 
reau, all  that  has  been  done  by  the  bureau? 

Mr.  Beard.  Land  acquisition  is  completed,  I  think.  It  is  not? 
Okay.  We  will  get  that  for  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Myers.  If  you  could. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Animas-La  Plata  Land  Acquisition 

Land  acquisition  is  not  completed.  We  have  completed  condemnation  of  the  Bodo 
property.  We  have  acquired  right  of  entry  permits  for  surveys  and  investigations 
over  other  properties  related  to  NEPA  compUance. 

ANIMAS-LA  PLATA  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

Mr.  Myers.  I  understand  it  is  a  procedural  thing,  the  court  just 
required  a  supplemental  environmental  impact  statement.  Are  they 
going  to — is  someone  going  to  evaluate  that?  Is  the  court  capable 
of  evaluating  that  supplemental  environmental  impact  statement? 
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Secretary  Babbitt.  Without  knowing  any  details  about  the  par- 
ties to  this  litigation,  I  can  tell  you  with  100  percent  certainty 
that — once  the  supplemental  environmental  impact  statement  will 
be  filed  with  the  court  in  October— the  judge  will  then  set  out  a 
briefing  schedule  and  a  hearing  schedule  to  have  formal  arguments 
on  the  adequacy  of  the  supplemental  environmental  impact  state- 
ment. The  judge  will  not  release  the  injunction  which  enables  us 
to  proceed  until  that  hearing  has  actually  taken  place  and  he  has 
ruled  on  it. 

That  is  one  reason  I  think  that  the  October  deadline  can  be  a  lit- 
tle misleading  because  then  you  have  to  have  this  court  cycle  on 
top  of  it  before  we  can  legally  turn  one  shovel  of  earth  out  on  that 
site. 

[Clerk's  note.— After  the  hearing,  the  Committee  was  informed 
that  the  Animas-La  Plata  project  is  not  currently  the  subject  of  a 
law  suit.  For  that  reason,  the  Supplement  to  the  1980  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  does  not  have  to  be  filed  with  the  court 
after  it  is  completed,  unless  another  suit  is  brought  forward.] 

Mr.  Myers.  What  caused  the  slippage  in  the  supplemental  envi- 
ronmental impact  statement?  Didn't  last  year  you  promise  it  in 
June?  Am  I  mistaken  about  that? 

Mr.  Beard.  It  is  about  a  five-month  delay. 

Mr.  Myers.  What  caused  that  delay? 

Mr.  Beard.  The  primary  thing  that  caused  that  delay  was  that 
we  have  been  working  closely  with  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  which  was  very  critical  of  our  earlier  draft  statement  to 
correct  all  the  problems.  That  was  one  reason  for  the  delay  because 
I  want  to  correct  those  problems  to  head  off  any  potential  issue 
with  EPA  down  the  road. 

Data  collection  was  another  problem.  It  took  us  time  to  get  the 
tribes  involved  and  up  to  speed  as  a  participant  with  the  contrac- 
tors to  assist  us  in  data  collection  and  analysis  work.  We  have  had 
a  significant  number  of  public  comments  and  public  documents 
that  have  been  submitted  to  us  for  evaluation.  I  guess  there  may 
be  others,  but  those  were  the  primary  three,  the  cause,  the  require- 
ments for  the  slippage. 

Mr.  Myers.  Certainly,  no  one  can  predict  any  action  by  any  court 
and  how  long  after  October  it  will  take.  But  now  we  are  talking 
about  a  year  after  October.  This  fiscal  year  1996  starts  on  October 
1st,  and  there  is  the  12-month  period  there. 

It  seems  like  surely  the  court  will  have  acted  on  it  in  that  period 
of  time,  and  you  don't  have  any  money  requested  for  construction 
at  that  point,  sometime  during  the  calendar  and  fiscal  year  1996. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  suggest  that  we  con- 
strue your  question  as  a  request  to  respond  in  writing  to  this  com- 
mittee with  a  time  line  of  what  happens  in  what  order  on  the  date 
that  the  judge  releases  that  injunction,  and  precisely  how  it  is  it 
plays  out.  Would  that  be  helpful? 

Mr.  Myers.  Sure,  it  would  be,  yes. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Animas-La  Plata  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 

The  present  schedule  is  to  file  the  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment with  EPA  in  October  1995.  After  the  public  comment  period,  the  Record  of  De- 
cision should  be  signed  by  the  end  of  December  1995.  An  additional  lawsuit  would 
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have  to  be  brought  forward  after  the  NEPA  process  is  completed  (i.e.,  the  Record 
of  Decision)  to  trigger  court  involvement.  With  the  completion  of  the  NEPA  require- 
ment, as  outlined  in  the  CEQ  guidelines,  the  Notice  to  Proceed  with  construction 
can  be  issued. 

Upon  a  notice  to  proceed.  Reclamation  will  initiate  the  construction  process  by  en- 
tering into  construction  contracts  with  both  Colorado  Ute  Indian  Tribes  through  the 
Indian  Self-Determination  and  Education  Assistance  Act  (P.L.  93-638).  Assuming 
successful  NEPA  compUance,  a  construction  contract  award  for  the  natural  gas  pipe- 
line relocation  is  scheduled  for  June  1996.  This  is  the  first  critical  step  to  initiating 
construction  on  Ridges  Basin  Dam. 

Mr.  Myers.  Then  what  would  be  your  construction  capabiUty 
along  with  that?  I  have  one  last  question.  I  realize  I  have  taken 
more  than  my  five  minutes  here. 

CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

In  the  Central  Arizona  Project  we  had  some  problems  with  a  con- 
tractor who  didn't  do  the  job  on  some  siphons.  Has  that  been  re- 
solved? 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Yes,  I  believe  the  siphon  reconstruction  is 
now  underway.  We  had  a  long  and  acrimonious  dispute  about  cost 
sharing.  I  believe  that  has  been  finally  resolved  and  the  construc- 
tion of  those  siphons  is  now  underway. 

Mr.  Beard.  Yes. 

Mr.  Myers.  So  there  is  no  more  question  about  the  companies 
that  evidently  didn't  fulfill  their  contractual  responsibility?  Is  that 
right,  are  they  liable? 

Mr.  Beard.  I  think  that  depends,  if  you  ask  the  company.  They 
feel  that  they  have  complied  with  their  original  contracts  and  that 
the  construction  was  adequate.  We  have  had  disagreements  with 
them  and  have  been  talking  to  the  Justice  Department  about  pos- 
sible remedies. 

The  fundamental  issue,  and  the  most  important  issue  from  my 
perspective,  is  those  siphons  are  unsafe,  and  we  have  to  correct 
them  as  quickly  as  possible.  We  have  a  basic  agreement,  provided 
by  the  Congress,  on  what  the  cost  sharing  will  be,  and  we  have 
been  proceeding  as  quickly  as  possible  to  reconstruct  those  that  are 
the  most  potentially  dangerous.  I  don't  want  to  say  they  are  dan- 
gerous, but  have  the  greatest  potential  for  a  problem,  and  we  are 
moving  as  quickly  as  possible  to  get  that  done.  So  I  think  that  we 
will  resolve 

Mr.  Myers.  Was  it  a  design  problem  or  was  it  improper  equip- 
ment placed  in  the  siphons? 

Mr.  Beard.  Actually,  it  was  the  internal  construction  of  the  con- 
crete pipe  itself,  and  the  materials  in  it.  They  are  wrapped  with 
bands  inside  to  hold  them  together,  and  those  bands  rusted. 

Mr.  Myers.  So  it  was  a  contractor  responsibility  clearly? 

Mr.  Beard.  It  depends.  The  contractor  says  he  met  all  the  speci- 
fications, so  it  depends  on  whether  or  not  you  ask  the  contractor 
or  you  ask  our  people.  That  is  a  source  of  continuing  debate  and 
discussion. 

Secretary  Babbitt.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  one  other  Central  Ar- 
izona Project  issue  that  I  am  sure  you  will  hear  from  the  Arizona 
people  and  appropriately  so.  It  is  kind  of  an  Animas-La  Plata  kind 

of  issue.  It  is 

Mr.  Myers.  Oh,  God,  here  we  go  again. 
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Secretary  Babbitt.  It  is  the  Tucson  terminal  storage.  I  believe 
that  we  must  proceed  to  provide  storage  in  Tucson.  It  really  is  an 
integral  part  of  the  project,  and  it  is  at  the  very  end  of  the  line. 
There  has  been  some  debate  in  Tucson  and  some  studies  of  recon- 
figuration of  that.  You  will  hear  from  the  Arizonans  suggesting 
that  our  position  is  exactly  analogous  to  Animas-La  Plata. 

We  have  put  in  approximately  $3  million  for  preconstruction  and 
land  acquisition  and  engineering.  I  just  would  like  the  record  to 
show  that  I  believe  our  mandate  from  this  committee  is  to  proceed 
to  see  that  through  as  an  integral  part  of  this  project.  That  is  kind 
of  an  anticipatory  response  to  some  of  the  folks  out  here  in  the  au- 
dience. 

ANIMAS-LA  PLATA 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Bevill,  do  you  have  any  further  questions  or 
comments? 

Mr.  Bevill.  Just  that  I  am  glad  to  hear  the  Secretary's  state- 
ment about  the  Animas-La  Plata,  but  on  the  letter  I  think  that  is 
an  excellent  suggestion  because  we  have  been  dealing  with  this 
matter,  as  you  know,  for  many  years.  And  as  you  know,  the  two 
big  Indian  tribes  there  spent  100  years  negotiating  with  the  Fed- 
eral and  the  State  government  and,  finally  after  100  years  of  nego- 
tiations they  came  to  an  agreement. 

The  Indian  tribes  gave  up  a  great  deal  of  their  water  rights,  and 
they  made  a  sacrifice  to  get  this  project.  And  it  so  happens  they 
have  65  percent  unemployment,  and  I  think  this  is  something  that 
there  is  a  humane  side  to,  that  it  ought  to  be  acted  on,  and  I  don't 
understand  why,  even  though  I  have  been  through  these  things 
many  times,  I  have  never  seen  one  that  was  more  one-sided  than 
this. 

The  people's  rights  are  being  violated,  and  I  appreciate  your  of- 
fering to  give  us  a  letter  on  this  setting  this  up.  If  you  send  the 
Chairman  a  letter  there  setting  out  what,  one,  two,  three,  what 
needs  to  be  done,  and  I  think  we  can  follow  through.  Would  vou 
do  that?  ^ 

Secretary  Babbitt.  I  would  be  happy  to  do  that.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

Mr.  Myers.  Well,  thank  you.  Each  of  us  has  a  series  of  questions 
we  will  provide  for  the  record.  There  is  nothing  new  about  that,  but 
we  do  thank  you,  Mr.  Secretary,  and  Mr.  Beard  and  Ms.  Lawler  for 
coming  before  us  once  again.  And  the  support  crew  here,  thank  you 
for  the  job  you  are  doing  and  we  look  forward  to  working  with  you. 

We  may  have  to  come  back  and  ask  you  a  few  questions  between 
now  and  then,  but  I  hope  it  will  be  at  a  minimum.  So,  again,  thank 
you  very  much  for  your  testimony. 

[The  information  follows:! 
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Chairman  Myers'  Questions  for  Honorable  Bruce  Babbitt, 
Secretary  of  Interior 

RESCISSION  OF  OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE  FUNDS 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Secretary,  In  your  statement  you  indicate  that  adequate 
funding  for  the  Operation  and  Maintenance  Program  is  one  of  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation's  highest  priorities.  Our  panel  has  agreed,  and  as  a  result,  funding 
for  the  Operation  and  Maintenance  Program  has  more  than  doubled  since  FY  1987. 
However,  as  you  are  well  aware,  the  new  Congress  Is  committed  to  reducing 
spending  and  balancing  the  budget.  Last  Wednesday  our  panel  marked  up  our  portion 
of  the  rescission  bill  that  is  scheduled  to  go  before  the  full  committee  tomorrow 
morning.  Included  in  our  recommendation  was  a  rescission  of  $10,000,000  from 
Reclamation's  Operation  and  Maintenance  program.  Have  you  had  the  opportunity 
to  determine  how  you  will  apply  that  rescission  of  funds  if,  in  fact,  it  becomes 
law? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  believe  that  a  reduction  of  $10.0  million  will  have  a 
significant  impact.  At  this  time  in  the  fiscal  year,  a  number  of  contracts  have 
been  let  and  commitments  have  already  been  made.  An  analysis  of  the  Operation 
and  Maintenance  program  is  being  undertaken  to  determine  the  best  way  to  allocate 
this  reduction. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  want  to  assure  you  that  we  will  continue  to  do  the  best  we 
can  to  provide  sufficient  funds  for  efficient  and  effective  operation  of 
Reclamation  projects;  however,  we  must  all  look  for  additional  ways  to  reduce 
spending.  You  indicated  in  your  statement  that  in  order  to  minimize  the  need  for 
appropriated  funds.  Reclamation  Is  promoting  partnerships  with  Federal  and  non- 
Federal  entities  and  Is  planning  to  aggressively  pursue  opportunities  for  non- 
Federal  entities  to  take  over  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  projects.  I 
believe  that  this  committee  would  generally  support  you  in  those  efforts.  Can 
you  please  tell  us  what  you  are  doing  in  that  regard? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  understand  that  Reclamation  has  had  significant  success  In 
forming  partnerships.  I  understand  that  Reclamation  is  seeking  partnership 
agreements  with  States,  districts  or  groups  of  districts  serving  agricultural 
or  municipal  and  industrial  customers,  or  both.  These  agreements  would  determine 
how  all  parties  will  work  together  to  solve  shared  problems  and  would  Improve 
water  resource  management.  Reclamation  is  leveraging  Federal  dollars  by  Joining 
with  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation,  Trout  Unlimited,  and  other 
private  and  public  organizations  to  conserve  scarce  natural  resources. 
Bonneville  Power  Administration  is  funding  major  replacements  at  powerplants  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest. 
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Reclamation's  historic  approach  has  been  to  turn  over  operation  and 
maintenance  of  single  purpose  intrastate  facilities  to  non-Federal  entities. 
However,  funds  have  been  requested  for  flood  control,  fish  and  wildlife, 
recreation  and  other  benefits  incurring  non- reimbursable  costs.  Reclamation  is 
aggressively  pursuing  a  program  to  transfer  title  and/or  operation  and 
maintenance  responsibilities  to  local  interests.  We  are  developing  a  process  to 
Identify  projects  for  possible  transfer  and  the  issues  involved  in  the  transfer. 

Mr.  Myers.  Would  any  transfer  of  responsibility  to  local  interests  be 
voluntary? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes,  transfers  of  responsibility  are  undertaken  only  when 
beneficiaries  show  interest. 

Mr.  Myers.  Have  you  had  any  success  in  actually  transferring  title  of  any 
projects  to  local  interests? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  We  believe  that  legislation  must  be  enacted  before  title  to 
any  project  can  be  transferred  to  local  interests.  For  example.  Title  XXXIII  of 
P.L.  102-575  authorized  the  transfer  of  portions  of  the  Elephant  Butte  project 
to  local  interests. 

Mr  Myers.  As  funds  become  more  scarce,  I  believe  that  it  is  important  that 
you  concentrate  your  efforts  on  work  directly  related  to  the  efficient  operation 
and  maintenance  of  projects.  In  the  last  few  years,  the  Associated  O&M  programs 
have  been  growing  at  a  rapid  rate.  I  think  you  should  carefully  look  at  those 
programs  to  make  sure  they  are  contributing  to  what  should  be  your  number  one 
objective,  the  reliable  operation  of  projects.  Would  you  care  to  comment  on 
that? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  The  goal  of  Reclamation  is  to  achieve  a  sustainable  level  of 
operation  and  maintenance  of  project  facilities,  ensure  water  and  power 
deliveries  to  beneficiaries,  and  emphasize  innovative  water  conservation 
programs.  Reclamation  is  continuing  to  shift  reimbursable  costs  to  specific 
projects  where  appropriate  and  reduce  the  amount  requested  for  associated  O&M 
programs . 

ANIMAS -LA  PLATA  PROJECT 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Secretary,  last  year  in  response  to  a  question  from  Mr. 
Bevill  you  stated  that  the  Department  was  committed  to  completing  the  Animas -La 
Plata  project.   Is  that  still  the  case? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes,  that  is  still  the  case.  We  are  working  diligently  and 
in  close  cooperation  with  project  sponsors,  especially  the  Southern  Ute  Indian 
Tribe  and  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Tribe,  to  complete  environmental  compliance 
requirements  for  the  project. 

Mr.  Myers.  I  believe  that  at  this  time  last  year  the  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  project  was  scheduled  to  be  completed  this 
June.  We  now  understand  that  the  current  timetable  calls  for  completion  of  the 
EIS  in  October  of  this  year.  Is  that  correct  and  if  so  will  you  be  able  to  keep 
that  schedule? 
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Mr.  Babbitt.  You  are  correct,  the  schedule  now  anticipates  the 
Supplemental  EIS  Is  to  be  filed  with  EPA  In  October  of  this  year  and  we  are 
confident  we  can  meet  this  schedule.  This  schedule  change  was  made  as  the  result 
of  additional  work  requirements  suggested  by  the  Tribes  through  their  Indian 
Self -Determination  Act  contracts  with  Reclamation.  Through  these  contracts,  the 
Tribes  have  added  great  value  to  the  quality  of  environmental  compliance 
activities  for  the  project. 

Mr.  Myers.  For  FY  1996,  the  only  construction  that  you  propose  to 
undertake  is  the  relocation  of  a  gas  pipeline.  Assuming  that  all  environmental 
requirements  are  met,  do  you  have  the  capability  to  undertake  additional, 
meaningful  construction  in  FY  1996?  If  so,  why  didn't  you  request  the  funds 
necessary  for  that  work? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  The  FY  1996  budget  proposed  for  the  Animas -La  Plata  Project 
is  adequate  to  meet  the  project  NEPA  commitment,  certain  preconstructlon 
requirements,  and  award  of  construction  contracts  associated  with  the  utilities 
relocations  for  Ridges  Basin  Dam  in  the  spring  of  1996.  This  is  our  honest 
assessment  of  project  performance  potential  and  reflects  the  need  to  control 
Federal  spending.  Reclamation  could  have  additional  capability  and  may  seek  to 
reprogram  funds  to  accomplish  the  work  if  necessary. 

Mr.  Myers.  Because  of  your  failure  to  request  funds  to  begin  meaningful 
construction  In  FY  1996,  how  do  you  view  your  ability  to  fulfill  the  provisions 
and  meet  the  deadlines  contained  In  the  1988  Settlement  Act,  as  you  are  required 
to  do  as  trustee? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  To  honor  our  trust  responsibilities.  Reclamation  must  show 
substantial  progress  in  completion  of  Ridges  Basin  Dam  and  Collection  System  in 
the  next  few  years.  That  is  why  $4.9  million  is  being  requested  to  continue 
preconstructlon  activities  and,  subject  to  environmental  compliance,  to  Initiate 
construction  with  award  of  contracts  to  relocate  the  Northwest  Pipeline.  Each 
of  these  activities  must  proceed  in  a  certain  order,  and  relocation  of  the 
utilities  currently  in  the  reservoir  area  is  the  first  step.  We  have  been 
working  closely  with  both  Tribes  to  ensure  that  their  P.L.  93-638  contracts  can 
be  rapidly  executed  and  construction  initiated.  We  believe  we  will  have  made 
substantial  progress  toward  completion  of  required  facilities  by  the  year  2000. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  budget  Indicates  that  you  are  in  the  process  of  updating 
the  economic  analysis  for  the  Anlmas-La  Plata  project.  I  understand  that  you  are 
using  a  "peer  review"  process  in  connection  with  that  effort.  Can  you  describe 
that  process  for  us? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Reclamation  is  updating  its  economic  and  financial  analysis 
of  the  project  in  response  to  recommendations  made  in  a  recent  report  by  the 
Department's  Office  of  Inspector  General.  The  Bureau  requested  a  review  by  nine 
qualified  natural  resource  and  agricultural  economists  of  the  Initial  draft 
economic  analysis.  The  review  was  of  short  duration  with  an  emphasis  on  each 
reviewer  independently  identifying  major  Issues  that  might  need  attention. 
Reclamation  is  now  studying  the  review  comments  to  determine  what  adjustments  In 
the  analysis  are  necessary. 

Mr.  Myers.   Has  this  process  been  used  before? 
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Mr.  Babbitt.  Reclamation  often  seeks  Input  from  specialists  outside  the 
organization  on  Issues  where  additional  perspectives  are  considered  appropriate. 

Mr.  Myers.   How  were  members  of  the  peer  group  selected? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Peer  review  members  were  selected  by  a  team  of  Reclamation 
staff.  Economists  that  have  expertise  in  Western  water  projects,  Including  those 
that  have  experience  with  agricultural  economics,  were  sought  out.  In 
particular,  the  peer  review  group  included  economists  from  universities  in 
Colorado  and  New  Mexico  familiar  with  conditions  In  the  Anlmas-La  Plata  project 
area. 

Mr.  Myers.  Were  project  stakeholders  --  those  with  repayment  contracts  and 
other  responsibilities--  notified  of  this  process  and  allowed  to  participate  in 
the  formation  of  the  peer  group? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Project  stakeholders  were  informed  that  the  peer  review  was 
to  be  performed.  At  a  general  briefing  for  project  sponsors  In  May  1994,  the 
subject  was  discussed.  The  economic  analysis  is  a  subject  at  monthly  project 
Interdisciplinary  team  meetings,  which  project  sponsor  representatives  sometimes 
attend.   Stakeholders  did  not  participate  In  selection  of  the  peer  reviewers. 

Mr.  Myers.  As  you  know,  the  computation  of  benefit-cost  ratios  is 
sensitive  to  the  discount  rate  used  in  the  analysis.  I  understand  that  you  plan 
to  compute  the  benefit-cost  ratio  using  a  range  of  discount  rates,  including  the 
authorized  rate.  Under  what  authority  are  you  analyzing  the  project  at  other 
than  the  authorized  rate? 


Mr.  Babbitt.  The  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of  1974  authorizes  the 
use  of  a  current  discount  rate  for  projects  authorized  before  1969,  if 
"satisfactory  assurances  to  pay  the  required  non-Federal  share  of  project  costs" 
were  not  given  prior  to  December  31,  1969.  The  Economic  and  Environmental 
Principles  and  Guidelines  for  Water  and  Related  Land  Resources  Implementation 
Studies  also  require  sensitivity  analyses  so  that  decisions  can  be  made  with 
knowledge  of  the  degree  of  reliability  of  the  estimated  benefits  and  costs  of 
plans.  Additional  authority  is  not  required  for  Reclamation  to  evaluate  the 
project  at  alternative  discount  rates. 

Mr.  Myers.  Will  the  analysis  that  is  presented  to  Congress  include 
benefit-cost  ratios  computed  for  a  range  of  discount  rates,  including  the 
authorized  rate?   If  not,  why  not? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes,  the  analysis  will  present  benefit-cost  ratios  using  the 
current  discount  rate  as  contemplated  by  the  Water  Resources  Development  Act  of 
1974  and,  for  comparison  purposes,  the  discount  rate  at  the  time  of  project 
authorization.  The  purpose  of  this  analysis  Is  to  provide  the  Congress  and 
public,  including  Federal  agencies,  with  the  most  technically  credible  and 
defensible  information  about  the  project. 

Mr.  Myers.  In  computing  benefits  for  the  project,  have  you  Included  the 
value  of  the  Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement?   If  not,  why  not? 
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Mr.  Babbitt:  The  value  of  the  Indian  Water  Rights  Settlement  is  a  very 
important  component  of  Reclamation's  responsibilities  and  commitment  to  the 
project.  I  understand  that  Reclamation  economists  are  examining  methods  to 
evaluate  the  Settlement  value  and  are  reviewing  an  economic  report  recently  done 
by  a  consultant  hired  by  some  of  the  project  sponsors.  We  have  not  yet  included 
the  benefits  of  the  Settlement  but  will  continue  to  consider  how  to  best  address 
this  important  issue.  Nonetheless,  benefits  associated  with  provision  of 
agricultural,  municipal  and  industrial  water  supplies  were  included  for  Indians 
in  the  same  manner  that  they  were  included  for  non-Indian  project  users. 

CENTRAL  UTAH  PROJECT  COMPLETION  ACCOUNT 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Babbitt,  have  the  members  of  the  Utah  Reclamation 
Mitigation  and  Conservation  Commission  been  appointed?  Please  provide  a  list  of 
the  members  of  the  Commission  for  the  Record. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  The  appointment  of  the  fifth  and  final  member  of  the 
Commission  was  made  in  December  1994.   The  members  are: 

Wayne  Owens,  Chairman  -  Attorney,  former  Congressman  from  Utah 

Don  A.   Christiansen,   Vice  Chairman  -  Manager,   Central  Utah  Water 

Conservancy  District 

Hugh  H.  Hogle  -  Surgeon  and  former  member  of  Utah  Wildlife  Board 

Robert  K.  Nelson  -  businessman  and  retired  public  affairs  officer 

Robert  G.  Valentine  -   Director,  Utah  Division  of  Wildlife  Resources 

Mr.  Myers.  Has  the  State  of  Utah  made  its  required  contributions  to  the 
Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation  Account? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes.  The  State's  contributions  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  have 
been  received,  deposited  in  the  Utah  Reclamation  Mitigation  and  Conservation 
Account,  and  invested. 

Mr.  Myers.  What  is  the  current  schedule  for  completion  of  the  work 
authorized  by  the  Central  Utah  Project  Completion  Act?  What  is  the  total 
estimated  cost  of  the  remaining  work? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  understand  the  Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District's 
current  schedule  is  that  all  work  authorized  by  the  Act  will  be  completed  by 
2003.  At  this  point  in  the  planning  process,  the  best  estimate  of  the  cost  of 
remaining  work  to  be  funded  through  this  appropriation  account  is  the  same  as  the 
remaining  amount  of  the  appropriation  ceiling.  As  of  October  1995,  that  amount 
is  $495  million. 

Mr.  Myers.  Has  the  Central  Utah  Water  Conservancy  District  met  all  of  its 
obligations  under  the  Act? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  understand  that,  thus  far,  the  District  has  met  all  of  its 
obligations  under  the  Act. 

Mr.  Myers.  Are  you  satisfied  that  the  money  the  taxpayers  are  contributing 
to  this  project  is  being  spent  wisely? 
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Mr.  Babbitt.  The  Act  was  enacted  In  October  1992  after  several  years  of 
discussions  regarding  how  to  complete  the  Central  Utah  Project  In  a  timely  and 
environmentally  sound  manner.  The  Department  has  established  a  program 
coordination  office  In  Provo,  Utah,  that  Is  carefully  monitoring  the  performance 
of  the  District  and  it's  expenditure  of  funds.  I  am  satisfied  that  the 
Department's  oversight  efforts  are  protecting  the  taxpayers'  Interests  and 
ensuring  that  statutory  directives  are  observed. 

ELVUA  RIVER  RESTORATION 

Mr.  Myers.  Please  provide  the  Committee  with  a  status  report  on  the  Elwha 
River  Restoration  project. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  In  June  1994,  the  report  required  by  Public  Law  102-495  on 
acquisition  of  the  Elwha  River  dams  and  restoration  of  the  ecosystem  was 
submitted  to  Congress.  The  report  concluded  that  dam  removal  was  the  only 
alternative  that  would  result  in  full  restoration  of  the  ecosystem,  and  estimated 
that  dam  removal  and  sediment  management  would  cost  $147  to  $307  million. 

Subsequently,  the  Department,  under  the  lead  of  the  National  Park  Service, 
initiated  work  on  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  and  related  advance 
planning  activities  to  provide  additional  information  to  decision  makers  and  to 
the  public.  The  EIS  is  divided  into  two  documents:  final  publication  of  EIS-1, 
which  consolidated  already  available  information,  is  scheduled  for  April  1995. 
A  public  review  draft  of  EIS-2,  which  together  with  related  advance  planning 
activities  will  address  Information  on  lower-cost  restoratidn  alternatives,  costs 
and  benefits,  water  quality  protection  and  fish  restoration,  is  scheduled  to  be 
available  in  July  1995,  with  the  final  scheduled  for  release  in  mid- 1996.  As  a 
result  of  continuing  studies,  the  highest  cost  (i.e.,  $307  million)  alternative 
has  been  dropped  from  consideration  and  the  cost  of  the  least  expensive  option 
has  been  reduced  to  $80  to  $100  million. 


Mr.  Myers.  Are  any  funds  included  in  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  FY  1996 
budget  request  for  that  project? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  No.  The  FY  1996  budget  for  the  National  Park  Service 
includes  $2.6  million,  which  will  be  used  to  complete  EIS-2  and  the  advance 
planning  activities,  and  to  gather  additional  baseline  data  related  to  fishery 
restoration  and  potential  dam  removal. 
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WARD  VALLEY 

Mr.  Myers.  The  Low-Level  Radioactive  Waste  Policy  Act  gives  the  states  the 
authority  and  responsibility  for  low- level  waste  disposal.  In  1993,  in 
fulfillment  of  this  law,  the  State  of  California  issued  a  license  for  a  proposed 
low- level  radioactive  waste  disposal  facility  at  Ward  Valley,  after  exhaustive 
scientific  review  and  analysis.  California  has  requested  the  federal  government 
to  transfer  the  federal  Ward  Valley  land  to  the  State,  a  necessary  step  for  the 
project  to  proceed.   The  Administration  has  so  far  refused  this  request. 

In  March  1994,  Interior  Secretary  Babbitt  requested  a  panel  of  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  to  study  safety  allegations  about  Ward  Valley  raised  by 
opponents  of  the  site.  The  final  report  on  that  study  was  supposed  to  be  issued 
December  1,  1994,  but  it  is  now  three  months  behind  schedule. 

On  February  6,  Senator  Murkowski  and  Congressman  Young  wrote  to  President 
Clinton  about  Ward  Valley.  The  letter  strongly  urges  you  to  proceed  with  the 
land  transfer  without  further  delay  or  process  once  the  NAS  study  is  released, 
unless  the  study  raises  significant  new  issues  that  have  not  already  been 
addressed  through  the  comprehensive  State  licensing  process.  Do  you  agree  that 
your  decision  should  be  based  on  that  standard  of  review? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  A  decision  on  transferring  the  land  will  be  made  only  after 
reviewing  the  NAS  report. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  study  you  requested  the  NAS  to  conduct  on  Ward  Valley  is 
now  about  three  months  overdue.  Have  you  contacted  the  NAS  panel  to  see  what's 
going  on? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  Yes,  the  Department  has  been  in  contact  with  the  NAS  to  find 
out  when  the  report  will  be  completed. 

Mr.  Myers.   What  did  they  say?   By  what  date  will  the  report  be  issued: 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  understand  that  their  current  schedule  is  to  issue  the 
report  by  the  end  of  March  1995. 

Mr.  Myers.  I'm  very  concerned  that  your  delays  on  the  Ward  Valley  transfer 
are  sending  a  strong  message  to  California  and  other  States  that  the 
Administration  is  not  committed  to  the  existing  legislation.  Is  this  your 
policy?  What  specifically  do  you  plan  to  do  to  help  California  and  other  States 
succeed  in  fulfilling  the  Federal  law? 

Mr.  Babbitt.  We  support  the  purposes  of  the  Low  Level  Nuclear  Waste  Policy 
Act  and  the  other  Federal  laws  implicated  by  the  Ward  Valley  proposal,  such  as 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act.  In  this  specific  case,  a  decision 
on  land  transfer  will  be  made  as  expeditiously  as  possible  after  receipt  of  the 
NAS  report. 
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The  Honorable  John  Myers 
Questions  £or  Conunlssloner  Beard 

RECLAMATION  MISSION 

Mr.  Myers.  Mr.  Commissioner,  last  year  Mr.  Bevlll  asked  the  Secretary  what 
the  future  mission  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  should  be.  Based  on  the  FY  1996 
budget  request  It  appears  that  a  primary  mission  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
will  be  to  restore  and  enhance  fish  and  wildlife  habitats  throughout  the  western 
states.   Is  that  a  fair  assessment  of  your  budget  request? 

Mr.  Beard.  Our  budget  request  reflects  our  serious  commitment  to  operating 
our  projects,  In  partnership  with  other  water  resource  entitles,  to  further  the 
preservation  and  restoration  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  affected  by  the 
projects.  Other  high  priorities  Include  a  broad  range  of  other  uses  --  urban 
needs,  Indian  self  sufficiency,  agriculture,  and  recreation.  Reclamation  Is 
placing  more  emphasis  on  enhancing  and  protecting  the  environment  and  stretching 
water  resources  to  meet  the  needs  of  a  greater  and  more  diverse  number  of 
consumers  through  water  reclamation  and  reuse,  transfers,  and  conservation. 

Mr.  Myers.  Do  you  happen  to  know  how  much  Is  Included  In  your  budget 
request  for  activities  related  to  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  restoration  and 
enhancement? 

Mr.  Beard.  Our  fiscal  year  1996  request  Includes  about  $115  million  for 
fish  and  wildlife  management  and  development. 

NEW  MISSION 

Mr.  Myers.  An  alternative  to  the  creation  of  a  new  mission  for  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  would  be  to  eliminate  your  agency.  As  part  of  your  efforts  to 
reinvent  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  did  you  ever  seriously  consider  recommending 
that  It  be  eliminated,  recognizing  that  such  a  proposal  would  probably  take  a 
number  of  years  to  Implement? 

Mr.  Beard.  When  I  arrived  at  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  I  commissioned  an 
internal  team  to  examine  the  mission  of  Reclamation.  All  options  were  open. 
Including  consideration  of  eliminating  the  Bureau.  The  team  reported  back  to  me 
that  Reclamation  still  had  a  mission  to  perform  and  critical  skills  available 
that  could  be  adapted  to  the  changing  mission. 

The  changes  we  have  made  as  an  organization  are  transforming  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  from  a  civil  works  construction  agency  to  a  streamlined  water 
resource  management  agency.  The  overall  collection  of  Reclamation's  engineering 
and  scientific  expertise  will  be  retained  and  used  In  carrying  out  the  new 
mission. 

SAN  JOAQDIN  RIVER  BASIN  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  STUDY 

Mr.  Myers.  At  the  markup  of  our  part  of  the  rescission  bill  that  will  go 
to  the  full  committee  tomorrow,  Mr.  Riggs  offered  an  amendment  to  the  report  on 
behalf  of  Congressmen  Radanovlch,  Dooley,  and  Thomas  that  directs  you  to  not 
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obligate  any  additional  funds  In  FY  1995  for  the  San  Joaquin  River  Basin  Resource 
Management  Study.  What  Is  the  current  status  of  that  study? 

Mr.  Beard.  The  San  Joaquin  River  Comprehensive  Plan  project  team  Is 
currently  outlining  an  approach  to  developing  the  plan  required  by  section 
3406(c)(1)  of  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act,  and  preparing  technical 
reports.  Activities  will  be  Identified  which  would  allow  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  In  cooperation  with  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  the  California  Department  of  Water  Resources'  San 
Joaquin  River  Management  Program,  cooperating  agencies,  and  the  Interested 
public,  to  Identify  reasonable,  prudent,  and  feasible  activities.  These 
activities  Include  water  quality,  riparian  habitat,  channel,  and  streamflow 
Improvements  for  the  San  Joaquin  River  system,  from  Mendota  Pool  to  the  Delta. 
Also  Included  are  activities  to  sustain  the  existing  anadromous  fish  population 
on  the  lower  San  Joaquin  River  system,  from  Mendota  Pool  to  the  Delta  and 
activities  to  define  the  technical  feasibility  of  reestablishing  an  anadromous 
fish  population  downstream  of  Friant  Dam,  from  the  dam  to  Mendota  Pool. 

INSTITUTIONAL  BARRIERS 

Mr.  Myers.  You  state  that  Reclamation  will  be  working  to  overcome 
institutional  barriers  to  water  reclamation  and  reuse.  Would  you  please  describe 
for  us  what  those  barriers  are  and  what  you  are  doing  to  overcome  them? 

Mr.  Beard.  Multiple  local  jurisdictions  and  functions  often  obscure 
opportunities  for  solving  problems  that  involve  two  or  more  local  entitles  or, 
if  opportunities  are  Identified,  impede  their  pursuit.  Reclamation  is  not 
confined  to  local  jurisdictional  boundaries  or  charters.  We  can,  therefore,  help 
identify,  from  a  broader  perspective,  potential  opportunities  on  a  watershed 
basis  for  better  management  of  natural  resources,  by  facilitating  multl- 
jurisdictlonal  evaluations,  planning. 

NEW  STUDIES 

Mr.  Myers.  Please  provide  for  the  record  the  authority  for  each  of  the  14 
new  studies  Included  In  the  FY  1996  budget  request. 

Mr.  Babbitt.  I  will  be  glad  to  provide  the  information  you  requested  for 
the  record. 

[Information  for  the  Record:] 

14  New  Studies  and  Their  Authority 

1.  AshleyXBrush  Creeks  Optimization  Study  -  Reclamation  Act  of  1902,  June  17, 
1902 

2.  Kansas  Comprehensive  Investigation  -  Reclamation  Act  of  1902,  June  17,  1902 

3.  Lower  Colorado  Indian  Water  Management  Study  -  Public  Law  93-320,  Colorado 
River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Act,  June  24.  1974;  Public  Law  102-250,  March 
5.  1992;  Reclamation  Act  of  1902,  June  17,  1902 

4.  Lower  Owens  River  Environmental  Study  -  Reclamation  Act  of  1902,  June  17, 
1902;  Public  Law  101-233,  North  American  Wetlands  Conservation  Act  of  1989, 
October  13,  1989;  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  of  1918,  July  3,  1918 
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5.  lUllbu  Cr««k  Fishery  Enhancement  Study  -  Reclaiaation  Act  of  1902,  June  17, 
1902 

6.  Bebraaka  Water  Study  Aaaessaent  -  Reclamation  Act  of  1902,  June  17,  1902 

7.  Oklahoma  Water  Supply  Study  -  Reclamation  Act  of  1902,  June  17,  1902 

8.  Rio  Grande\Low  Flov  Conveyance  Channel  Study  -  Public  Law  858,  The  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1948,  June  30,  1948;  Public  Law  516,  The  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1950.  May  17,  1950 

9.  Rio  Grande\Rlo  Bravo  International  Basin  Assessment  -  Public  Law  104,  Rio 
Grande  Reclamation  Project,  February  25,  1905,  authorized  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  on  December  2,  1905;  Public  Law  225,  Extended  Reclamation 
Act  to  Texas,  June  12,1906 

10.  Southern  California  Coastal  Water  Supply  -  Public  Law  102-575,  Title  XVI, 
Reclamation  Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act  of  1992,  October  30, 
1992;  Reclamation  Act  of  1902,  June  17,  1902 

11.  Southern  Oregon  Coastal  River  Basins  -  Public  Law  102-575,  Reclamation 
Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act  of  1992,  October  30,  1992 

12.  Southwest  Colorado  Rural  Water  Supply  Study  -  Reclamation  Act  of  1902,  June 
17,  1902 

13.  Washington  River  Basin  Planning  -  Reclamation  Act  of  1902,  June  17,  1902 

14.  Yellowstone  River  Basin  Study  -  Public  Law  95-205,  Endangered  Species  Act  of 
1973,  December  28,  1973 

NEW  STORAGE  OR  CONVEYANCE  FACILITIES 

Mr.  Myers.   Are  any  of  your  ongoing  studies  Investigating  the  need  for 
major  new  storage  or  conveyance  facilities? 

Mr.  Beard.    Yes,  we  have  some  studies  that  are  investigating  the  need 

for  major  new  storage  or  conveyance  facilities.   All  or  part  of  the  costs  for 

the  potential  construction  will  be  funded  by  non- Federal  entities.  I  will  be 
glad  to  provide  a  list  for  the  record. 

[Information  for  the  Record:] 

POTENTIAL  NEW  STORAGE  OR  CONVEYANCE  FACILITIES 

A  list  of  studies  that  include  investigations  of  potential  new  storage  or 
conveyance  facilities  follows: 

Upper  Snake  River  Basin  Salmon  Migration  Water  Study  --  The  study  involves 
storage  options  for  endangered  salmon  migration  flows.  The  study  has  been 
undertaken  at  the  request  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  Power  Planning  Council. 

San  Joaquin  River  Basin  Resource  Management  Initiative  --  The  identification 
of  new  or  increased  storage  facilities  and/or  appurtenant  conveyance 
facilities  is  to  be  considered.   If  the  Corps  of  Engineers  investigates 
enlarging  Friant  Dam  in  FY  1996,  we  would  utilize  their  results  when 
determining  what  reasonable,  prudent,  and  feasible  water  supply  options  are 
viable  for  inclusion  in  the  San  Joaquin  River  Comprehensive  Plan 
docuinentation. 
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San  Franclaco  Area  Water  Reclamation  Study  •-  Efforts  have  focused  on  the 
analysis  and  Identification  of  potential  market  areas  for  water  reuse. 
Current  efforts  focus  on  refining  alternatives,  assessing  water  quality  and 
quantity  Issues,  storage  requirements,  operation  of  existing  systems,  costs 
and  funding,  and  environmental  issues.  The  Information  gathered  will  be  used 
to  determine  project  feasibility  and  ultimately  programmatic  environmental 
compliance.   Preliminary  analysis  has  identified  potential  demand  for  storage 
facilities  of  between  100,000  acre-feet  -  400,000  acre-feet  capacity. 
Blending  requirements,  detention  time  for  water  quality  requirements  and 
seasonal  demands  are  some  of  the  criteria  affecting  the  storage  capacity 
requirements.   Need  for  conveyance  facilities  associated  with  the  market  areas 
range  in  distance  from  122  miles  to  AlO  miles  to  support  collection, 
transportation,  and  distribution  of  supplies  to  market  areas.   Existing 
facilities  would  be  used  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  for  all  export  market 
areas . 

Tampa  River  tfater  Supply  Study  -  -  This  study  Is  examining  the  potential 
rehabilitation,  enlargement,  and  reoperation  of  Elkhead  Creek  Reservoir  for 
the  purposes  of  endangered  species  habitat  enhancement  and  M&I  water  supplies 
for  the  city  of  Craig,  Colorado.   The  Yampa  River  is  identified  as  critical 
habitat  for  the  recovery  of  the  Colorado  River  endangered  fish  species,  and 
the  Colorado  River  Recovery  Implementation  Program  is  participating  In  this 
study  for  the  purpose  of  legally  protecting  recommended  Instream  flows.   The 
Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District  owns  approximately  800,000  AF  of 
conditional  storage  rights  on  the  Yampa  River.  The  District's  water  rights 
would  be  used  to  implement  the  Yampa  River  Management  Plan,  which  will  include 
the  protection  of  instream  flows.   The  reservoir  enlargement  itself  would  be 
performed  by  the  District,  the  State  of  Colorado,  local  water  users,  and  the 
city  of  Craig.   Construction  would  be  cost-shared  by  State  and  local  sources 
and  by  Reclamation's  Colorado  River  Recovery  Implementation  Program  funds. 
The  construction  cost  for  the  enlargement  Is  expected  to  be  about  $20  million. 

Southern  California  Comprehensive  Water  Reclamation  and  Reuse  Study  --  This 
study  may  include  major  distribution  facilities  for  moving  reclaimed  water 
between  points  of  origin  and  points  of  use.   Natural  waterways  would  be  used 
to  the  extent  appropriate  for  enhancing  wildlife  values  and  reducing  costs. 
Due  to  the  seasonal  nature  of  the  demands  and  the  relatively  constant  supply 
of  reclaimed  water,  storage  will  be  considered  as  a  way  to  optimize  the  use  of 
the  reclaimed  water.   However,  groundwater  recharge  will  be  considered  as  the 
first  storage  option,  particularly  considering  that  many  of  the  groundwater 
basins  in  southern  California  are  in  an  overdraft  situation.   Surface  storage 
will  be  considered  where  groundwater  recharge  opportunities  are  not  available 
for  seasonal  storage.   Blending  of  reclaimed  water  in  existing  surface  storage 
facilities  will  be  thoroughly  investigated  before  considering  new  surface 
storage  facilities.  Any  Federal  funding  for  storage  or  conveyance  facilities 
that  might  be  proposed  as  a  result  of  the  study  would  require  Congressional 
authorization. 

Edwards  Aquifer  Regional  Water  Management  Study  --  This  study  Is  focused  on 
proposing  water  management  and  water  conservation  alternatives.  While  not 
proposing  any  new  major  water  storage  or  conveyance  facilities,  the  study  is  a 
component  of  a  State  of  Texas  study,  the  Trans -Texas  Water  Program.   The 
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Tr«ns-Texas  Water  Prograis  Is  a   much  broader  study  that  Includes  water  storage 
and  conveyance  facility  alternatives. 

Other  Studies  --  The  Bureau  is  also  currently  working  with  the  Cheyenne  River 
Sioux,  the  Crow  Creek  Sioux,  the  Chippewa  Cree,  and  the  Ft.  Feck  Assiniboine 
and  Sioux  Tribes  to  complete  studies  that  will  Identify  and  document 
municipal,  rural  and  industrial  water  supply  problems,  needs  and  opportunities 
on  the  respective  reservations.   Based  on  the  findings  of  these  studies,  the 
Tribes  may  choose  to  pursue  authorization  of  more  detailed  studies.   However, 
we  do  not  expect  findings  for  a  need  for  major  new  water  supply,  treatment, 
and  distribution  facilities. 

ASHLEY/BRUSH  CREEKS  STUDT 

Mr.  Myers.   The  Ashley/Brush  Creeks,  Utah,  study  will  examine  ways  to 
provide  alternative  supplies  of  water  to  the  Stewart  Lake  Waterfowl  Management 
Area.   Is  Reclamation  responsible  for  providing  water  to  the  waterfowl 
management  area? 

Mr.  Beard.   Yes.   Reclamation  has  a  NEPA  mitigation  requirement  to 
provide  780  acre-feet  per  year  of  good  quality  water  to  Stewart  Lake  under  the 
Vernal/Jensen  Units  of  the  Central  Utah  Project.   This  was  initially  planned 
under  phase  2  of  the  Jensen  Unit.   However,  phase  2  was  not  completed  because 
the  full  demand  for  project  never  materialized.   Initially,  it  appeared  that 
this  commitment  was  being  met  from  irrigation  return  flows  collected  by  the 
Jensen  Unit  underground  drains.   However,  recent  studies  under  the  National 
Irrigation  Water  Quality  Program  determined  that  this  drain  water  is 
contaminated  with  selenium  and  is  causing  unacceptable  adverse  impacts  to  fish 
and  waterfowl.   There  is,  therefore,  a  need  to  provide  an  alternate  water 
supply  to  Stewart  Lake. 

This  is  just  one  aspect  of  the  proposed  study.   The  greater  need  is  to 
integrate  operation  of  the  "water  rich"  Jensen  Unit  area.  Brush  Creek  drainage 
with  the  "water  poor"  Vernal  Unit  area,  Ashley  Creek  drainage,  where  there  are 
additional  water  supply  needs. 

Mr.  Myers.   The  study  will  also  investigate  problems  associated  with  the 
Ashley  Valley  sewage  lagoons.   Why  should  the  Federal  government  be  involved 
in  what  appears  to  be  a  local  responsibility? 

Mr.  Beard.   There  are  two  parts  of  this  issue.   First,  the  Uintah  Water 
Conservancy  District  needs  additional  water  supplies  in  the  Vernal  Unit  area. 
One  alternative  it  is  investigating  is  to  collect  irrigation  drain  water  from 
Vernal  Unit  drains  and  the  discharge  water  from  the  Ashley  Valley  sewage 
lagoons,  and  store  this  water  in  a  potential  reservoir  site  immediately  below 
the  sewage  lagoons.   However,  studies  under  the  National  Irrigation  Water 
Quality  Program  indicate  there  are  serious  contamination  problems  in  the 
discharge  water  from  the  lagoons,  due  to  the  pickup  of  selenium  as  the  water 
seeps  through  the  mancos  shales.   The  District  has  requested  assistance  from 
Reclamation  and  the  interagency  National  Irrigation  Water  Quality  Program 
study  team  to  help  resolve  this  problem.   The  District  has  expressed  interest 
in  helping  resolve  the  lagoon  problem  if  this  could  make  the.  discharge  water 
suitable  for  its  use. 
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Second,  the  Ashley  Valley  Sewer  Board  realizes  the  sewage  lagoon  seepage 
problem  Is  causing  unacceptable  adverse  impacts  to  endangered  fish  and 
waterfowl  in  lower  Ashley  Creek,  but  it  lacks  the  financial  capability  to 
solve  the  problem.   The  lagoons  were  partially  funded  by  EPA,  but  EPA  does  not 
have  the  capability  to  fund  the  entire  solution.   The  State  of  Utah,  the  Sewer 
Board,  and  EPA  are  currently  seeking  funds  within  their  organizations  to 
participate  in  a  solution.   At  the  December,  1994,  meeting  of  the  Western 
States  Water  Council,  the  Utah  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  asked 
Commissioner  Dan  Beard  for  assistance  in  getting  Federal  agencies  together 
with  local  and  state  officials  to  assist  in  developing  a  cooperative  approach 
In  solving  this  problem.   Reclamation's  Upper  Colorado  Region  and  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  are  working  with  the  local  community  and  State 
officials  to  develop  a  watershed  management  approach  to  solving  this  problem. 

While  the  sewage  lagoon  issue  is  also  just  one  aspect  of  the  overall 
study,  we  believe  the  State,  Federal,  and  local  partnership  proposed  is  the 
appropriate  approach  to  resolving  the  many  water  resource  related  issues  in 
this  region.   The  threat  to  endangered  fishes  due  to  selenium  contamination 
will  not  be  fully  mitigated  without  resolution  of  both  the  sewer  lagoon 
contamination  problem  and  the  Jensen  Unit  irrigation  drain  problem. 
Furthermore,  resolving  the  sewer  lagoon  problem  is  essential  and  beneficial  to 
resolving  Reclamation's  irrigation  drainwater  problem  and  its  adverse  impacts 
to  endangered  fish  and  waterfowl . 

LOVER  COLORADO  INDIAN  WATER  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Myers.   Will  the  Lower  Colorado  Indian  Water  Management  study 
produce  a  single  Tribal  Water  Management  Plan  or  will  Individual  plans  be 
prepared  for  each  tribe  Involved  In  the  study? 

Mr.  Beard.   Neither.   The  study  Is  designed  to  help  Indian  tribes 
develop  water  management  plans  for  their  own  use.   This  study  will  help  tribes 
by  providing  expert  assistance  in  the  development  of  a  plan  of  action  or  plan 
of  study.   Reclamation  would  provide  expertise  to  help  resolve  water 
management  Issues  and  Identify  any  that  warrant  further  Investigation  beyond 
the  scope  of  this  study.   The  basic  assumption  of  this  study  Is  that  Indian 
tribes  must  develop  water  management  plans  for  themselves  using  their  own 
values . 

Mr.  Myers.   How  many  tribes  are  Involved  in  this  study? 

Mr.  Beard.   At  this  point  two  tribes  have  expressed  Interest  In  the 
study,  the  Hualapal  and  Havasupl,  although  other  tribes  will  undoubtedly  be 
identified  in  the  regional  scoping  process  with  the  Area  Offices. 

Mr.  Myers.   Why  is  Reclamation  the  lead  agency  in  this  effort? 

Mr.  Beard.   Of  Federal  agencies  the  Indians  have  access  to,  Reclamation 
is  uniquely  qualified  because  of  decades  of  water  management  and  development 
expertise . 
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LOVER  OVENS  RIVER 

Mr.  Myers.   In  the  description  of  the  Lower  Owens  River,  California, 
Environmental  study  you  state  that  Federal  responsibilities  Include 
environmental  restoration,  wetlands  and  migratory  birds.   Why  Is  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  responsible  for  those  Items  In  this  particular  case? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Is  an  active  participant  In 
Implementing  the  North  American  Waterfowl  Management  Plan.   The  primary 
objective  of  the  Plan  Is  to  restore  the  abundance  and  distribution  of  North 
America's  waterfowl  and  the  wetland  habitat  on  which  It  depends.   Reclamation 
can  play  an  Important  role  In  attaining  this  objective  by  helping  to  Identify 
ways  to  restore  the  wetland  habitat  along  the  Lower  Owens  River,  habitat  that 
Is  vital  to  western  North  America's  waterfowl  and  other  migratory  birds. 

Mr.  Myers.   Is  the  diversion  of  water  from  the  Owens  River  that  has 
caused  the  degradation  of  the  river's  biological  resources  part  of  a 
Reclamation  project? 

Mr.  Beard.   No.   The  diversion  of  water  from  the  Owens  River  resulted 
from  the  construction  of  two  aqueducts  by  the  City  of  Los  Angeles.   The  first 
aqueduct  was  built  In  1913  and  the  second  In  1972.  - 

Mr.  Myers.   Are  the  other  Federal  agencies  that  are  Involved  In  this 
effort  contributing  funds? 

Mr.  Beard.   We  do  not  .anticipate  that  funds  will  be  contributed  by  any 
other  Federal  agency. 

MALIBU  CREEK  FISHERY  ENHANCEMENT  ST0DY 

Mr.  Myers.   With  regard  to  the  Mallbu  Creek,  California,  Fishery 
Enhancement  study.  If  Rlndge  Dam  was  constructed  by  private  Interests  and  Is 
now  owned  by  the  State  Parks  and  Recreation  Department,  why  should  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  be  Involved  In  a  study  of  removal  of  the  dam? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Is  the  agency  within  the 
Department  that  has  the  appropriate  technical  expertise  In  the  construction  of 
concrete  dams  to  Identify  and  evaluate  methods  of  removing  Rlndge  Dam,  the 
major  Impediment  to  fish  access  to  upstream  habitat.   Reclamation  Is 
cooperating  with  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  local  entitles 
in  studying  the  reestabllshment  of  steelhead  trout  access  to  habitat  In  Mallbu 
Creek  and  Its  tributaries. 

NEBRASKA  WATER  SUPPLY  ASSESSMENT  STUDY 

Mr.  Myers.   Will  the  Nebraska  Water  Supply  Assessment  study  be  limited 
to  those  areas  of  the  state  where  Reclamation  projects,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  have  contributed  to  groundwater  quality  problems? 

Mr.  Beard.   No,  the  study  will  not  be  limited  to  areas  where  Reclamation 
projects  are  located.   The  study  will  primarily  focus  on  the  effects  of,  and 
potential  solutions  for,  pesticide  and  nitrate  contamination  of  rural  domestic 
and  small  community  water  supplies.   Reclamation  projects  provide  irrigation 
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water  to  over  500,000  acres  within  the  state's  four  largest  river  basins. 
Assessing  the  effects  of  these  projects  on  the  quality  of  groundwater  will  be 
a  major  component  of  the  study. 

SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  WATER  SUPPLY  STUDY 

Mr.  Myers.   The  description  of  the  Southern  California  Coastal  Water 
Supply  study  Includes  a  statement  that  plans  may  Include  In- ocean  storage 
facilities  at  the  mouth  of  the  rivers.   Would  you  please  tell  us  what  an  In- 
ocean  storage  facility  is? 

Mr.  Beard.   Essentially,  this  is  a  method  of  containment  of  fresh  water 
within  an  ocean- water  bay.   Instead  of  flowing  directly  into  the  ocean,  water 
from  a  river  would  flow  Into  an  area  that  has  the  capability  of  storing  a 
volume  of  the  fresh  river  water  while  keeping  it  segregated  from  the  salty 
ocean  water.   Examples  of  this  technique  currently  exist  in  Hong  Kong  and 
Singapore.   The  Water  Replenishment  District  of  Southern  California  and  the 
City  of  Los  Angeles  are  engaged  in  a  joint  preliminary  investigation  of 
opportunities  for  such  a  scheme  In  Southern  California. 

Mr.  Myers.   The  traditional  method  of  capturing  runoff  is  through  the 
construction  of  dams.   Will  this  study  examine  the  possibility  of  constructing 
new  storage  facilities? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  study  will  not  examine  traditional  dam  structures  and 
reservoirs.   Various  construction  materials  and  methods  for  storing  the  fresh 
river  water  off-shore  while  keeping  it  segregated  from  the  salty  ocean  water 
will  be  investigated  during  the  study. 

SOUTHWEST  COLORADO  RURAL  WATER  SUPPLY  STUDY 

Mr.  Myers.   Would  the  Anlmas-La  Plata  project  help  alleviate  the 
drinking  water  problems  that  will  be  Investigated  in  the  Southwest  Colorado 
Rural  Water  Supply  study? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  Anlmas-La  Plata  Project  would  provide  a  source  of  water 
for  municipal  and  Industrial  use  for  the  portion  of  the  study  area  west  of  the 
Animas  River  including  the  Ute  Mountain  Ute  Reservation  and  a  portion  of  the 
Southern  Ute  Reservation.   However,  the  Anlmas-La  Plata  would  not  provide  the 
Infrastructure  necessary  to  deliver  the  water  for  use.   This  study  would 
develop  and  evaluate  alternatives  for  the  most  effective  water  treatment  and 
distribution  system  for  the  delivery  of  the  Anlmas-La  Plata  Project  water  to 
this  area.   Alternatives  for  combined  Indian  and  Non-Indian  development  will 
be  evaluated. 

WASHINGTON  RIVER  BASIN  PLANNING  STUDY 

Mr.  Myers.   The  Washington  River  Basin  Planning  study  will  identify 
potential  solutions  to  water  resources  problems  that  threaten  anadromous  fish 
stocks  in  tributaries  to  the  Columbia  River  and  in  coastal  streams.   Are  the 
conditions  that  have  harmed  the  fish  runs  in  the  streams  to  be  studied  the 
result  of  previous  actions  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation? 


835 


Mr.  Beard.   The  proposed  study  would  focus  on  watersheds  prioritized  by 
local  entitles  through  Washington  State's  planning  program.  The  State's 
prograa  Is  locally  driven  and  requests  for  Reclamation  planning  assistance 
will  probably  Include  watersheds  where  anadromous  fish  are  affected  by 
Reclamation  projects. 

Mr.  Myers.   If  not,  why  should  Reclamation  be  involved  in  these 
restoration  efforts? 

Mr.  Beard.   Reclamation  involvement  will  help  ensure  that  Federal 
Interests  and  responsibilities  are  considered  in  watershed  planning  programs. 
Almost  all  of  the  anadromous  fish  in  the  State  of  Washington  are  Trust  Assets 
of  Native  Americans  as  defined  by  treaties  with  the  United  States.   Many  of 
these  fish  are  also  the  subject  of  an  international  treaty  with.  Canada. 
Watersheds  within  Washington  State  contain  other  resources  that  are  Trust 
Assets  of  Native  Americans.   Reclamation  has  a  broad  range  of  natural  resource 
planning  and  specific  technical  expertise  which  it  can  use  to  help  local 
entities  prepare  plans  that  preserve  local  interests  while  considering  the 
challenging  issues  associated  with  protecting  anadromous  fish  and  the 
potential  claims  of  Native  Americans. 

CENTRAL  OREGON  IRRIGATION  SYSTEM  CONSERVATION  STUDY 

Mr.  Myers.   Would  the  structural  options  that  could  be  recommended  as 
part  of  the  Central  Oregon  Irrigation  System  Conservation  study  be  constructed 
by  the  Federal  government? 

Mr.  Beard.   We  do  not  anticipate  a  Federal  construction  program  to 
result  from  studies  performed  as  part  of  this  investigation.   We  expect  that 
action  plans  that  result  from  the  study  will  reflect  local  preferences  and 
local  Implementation.   Action  plans  may  include  requests  for  Federal  financial 
assistance,  but  that  assistance  would  be  one  part  of  a  financial  plan  that 
also  Includes  State,  local,  and  private  monies.   Federal  financing,  if  any, 
would  be  limited  to  an  amount  proportionate  to  Federal  interests  and 
responsibilities.   For  example,  local  entities  might  seek  Federal  funds  to 
help  finance  water  conservation  to  enhance  instream  flows  and  for  protection 
of  Trust  Assets  of  the  Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Warm  Springs  Reservation  of 
Oregon. 


PALLID  STURGEON  RECOVERY  DECISION  SUPPORT  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Myers.   Is  the  Corps  of  Engineers  cooperating  with  you  on  the  Pallid 
Sturgeon  Recovery  Decision  Support  System  study  in  Montana  and 
North  Dakota? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  not  participating  with 
Reclamation  in  the  Pallid  Sturgeon  Recovery  Decision  Support  System  at  this 
time.   However  in  a  related  effort,  the  Corps  has  participated  on  baseline 
research  In  cooperation  with  State  pallid  sturgeon  recovery  programs  as  set 
forth  In  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Recovery  Plan.   As  Reclamation  collects 
additional  data  on  the  pallid  sturgeon  and  other  listed  species  in  the  river 
basin,  we  will  coordinate  closely  with  the  Corps  and  keep  them  apprised  of  the 
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need  for  short-term  modifications  to  operations  for  flat-water  as  well  as 
riverine  research  activities. 

Mr.  Myers.   Is  the  Corps  contributing  funds  to  this  effort? 

Mr.  Beard.   No,  since  the  Corps  is  attempting  to  address  pallid  sturgeon 
needs  in  its  Master  Water  Control  Manual  process,  the  Corps  indicated  that  it 
will  not  provide  financial  support  for  this  effort. 

COLORADO  RIVER  WATER  QUALITY  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Myers.   In  FY  1995,  $1,245,000  was  provided  for  the  Colorado  River 
Water  Quality  Improvement  Program,  the  same  as  the  budget  request.   Why  are 
you  only  requesting  $375,000  for  FY  1996? 

Mr.  Beard.   We  have  been  able  to  realize  about  $200,000  in  savings  by 
consolidating  our  Denver  program  management  into  the  Upper  Colorado  Regional 
Office.   In  addition,  several  major  investigations  were  completed  in  FY  1995 
and  no  longer  require  funding.   With  the  completion  of  these  planning  efforts, 
most  of  the  major  sources  of  salinity  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  have  been 
Identified  and  studied.   We  shifted  our  funding  priorities  away  from  further 
planning  studies  and  toward  implementation  in  FY  1996. 

DROUGHT  INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr.  Myers.   How  are  the  funds  that  were  provided  in  FY  1995  for  the 
Drought  Investigations  program  being  utilized? 

Mr.  Beard.    The  report  titled  "The  Development  of  State  and  Local 
Drought  Indices"  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  FY  1996.   This  document 
details  the  drought  index  proposed  for  use  by  Reclamation  for  the  purpose  of 
defining  and  quantifying  drought.   Within  this  document,  the  Reclamation 
Drought  Index  is  calculated  for  three  test  areas.   A  separate  report  titled 
"Application  of  the  Reclamation  Drought  Index  Co  the  State  of  Oklahoma"  was 
also  produced  with  these  funds. 

Mr.  Myers.    How  will  the  FY  1996  funds  be  utilized? 

Mr.  Beard.    An  additional  test  area  or  areas  will  be  selected  for  the 
purpose  of  monitoring  drought  where  conditions  warrant,  assisting  a  State  or  a 
Reclamation  office  with  the  Reclamation  Drought  Index  calculation  as  part  of 
drought  contingency  planning,  and  testing  and  refining  the  Reclamation  Drought 
Index. 

EDWARDS  AQUIFER 

Mr.  Myers.   Please  provide  the  Committee  with  a  status  report  on  the 
Edwards  Aquifer  Regional  Water  Resources  and  Management  study  in  Texas. 

Mr.  Beard.   A  memorandum  of  understanding  with  the  Texas  Water 
Development  Board  for  work  activities  through  September  1997  was  signed 
December  8,  1994.   Reclamation  is  serving  In  a  partnership  with  the  Board  to 
assist  State  and  local  entitles  to  manage,  protect  and  conserve  the  Edwards 
Aquifer  ecosystem.   Reclamation  is  Investigating  opportunities  for  irrigation 
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vater  conservation  and  nanageaent,  water  reuse,  and  other  nanagement 
alternatives  for  the  Edwards  Aquifer  to  protect  endangered  species,  Instreaa 
flows  and  the  bay- estuary  ecosystem  in  the  study  area. 

The  major  study  elements  and  related  activities  to  be  addressed  by 
Reclamation  Include:   Irrigation  system  water  conservation  management  within 
the  Edwards  Aquifer  region;  participation  in  Trans-Texas  Water  Program 
Technical  Advisory  Committee  meetings  and  process  review  of  study  participant 
reports;  participation  in  meetings  with  Federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  to 
identify  Interagency  environmental  problems  and  needs  related  to  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  laws  and  executive  orders,  such  as  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act,  Endangered  Species  Act,  and  others  related  to  water 
resource  planning  studies  and  management  activities  within  the  Edwards  Aquifer 
area;  and  additional  tasks,  identified  as  the  study  progresses,  related  to 
conservation  and  more  efficient  use  of  existing  water  supplies. 

In  regard  to  irrigation  system  water  conservation,  Reclamation,  in 
cooperation  with  other  Federal  and  state  participants,  is  currently  assisting 
two  State  river  authorities  and  the  National  Park  Service  in  identifying  and 
evaluating  measures  to  improve  the  efficiency  of  their  irrigation  facilities 
through  better  water  measurement  methods,  Improved  facility  operation  and 
management  practices  and  improved  on- farm  cultivation  practices. 

Preliminary  irrigation  system  assessments  have  been  completed  for  the 
Guadalupe -Blanco  River  Authority  Calhoun  Canal  Division,  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  Authority  Lakeside  and  Gulf  Coast  Divisions,  and  the  NPS's  San  Antonio 
Missions  National  Historic  Park.   Workplans  are  now  being  drafted  for  approval 
by  the  study  participants. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  AND  INTERAGENCY  COORDINATION  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  Myers.   The  Justification  for  the  Environmental  and  Interagency 
Coordination  Program  states  that,  among  other  things,  the  funds  will  be  used 
to  accomplish  various  Administration  initiatives  concerning  water  resources 
planning  standards.   Can  you  be  more  specific  about  that  item  and  provide  more 
detail  about  the  other  activities  funded  under  this  program? 

Mr.  Beard.   Within  water  resource  planning,  recent  emphasis  by  the 
Administration  and  Congress  on  environmental  Issues  such  as  water  quality, 
hazardous  waste,  ecosystem  management,  and  fish  and  wildlife,  has  required 
increased  work  internally  as  well  as  Increased  coordination  and  preliminary 
technical  studies  with  other  Federal  agencies. 

Some  of  the  other  activities  which  are  planned  for  FY  1996  under  this 
line  item  Include:   Coordination  with  National  Weather  Service  related  to 
rainfall  frequency;  cooperation  with  other  agencies  on  reservoir  and  stream 
Bodellng  and  water  quality  models;  Mexico  Initiatives- -assist  in  modernizing 
their  irrigation  infrastructure  and  management  techniques;  Outreach 
Activities- -respond  to  inquiries  regarding  planning  activities;  Reclamation 
and  California  Environmental  Impact  Statement  procedures;  Wetlands/Riparian 
Program;  Public  Law  102-575  coordination  activities;  coordination  with 
Northwest  Power  Planning  Council  on  1980  Power  Act  energy  conservation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  programs;  surveillance  of  water  quality  conditions  at 
Reclamation  reservoirs  and  in  key  streams  of  Importance  to  planning 
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activities;  participation  on  Coluabla  River  Water  Management  Group; 
participation  in  development  of  a  management  plan  with  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service,  tribes,  and  others  for  Columbia  and  Snake  River  salmon 
including  potential  and  listed  threatened  and  endangered  species. 

NORTH  AMERICAN  FREE  TRACE  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  Myers.   Please  tell  us  what  you  have  been  doing  with  regard  to 
implementation  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement. 

Mr.  Beard.   Issues  related  to  growth,  subsequent  demands  on  the 
resources,  sustalnabillty,  limited  resources,  and  environmental  impacts  will 
remain  the  focus  of  concerns  for  the  U.S. /Mexico  border  area.   In  response  to 
these  needs,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  formed  a  U.S. /Mexico  Border  Issues 
Field  Coordinating  Committee,  chartered  in  August  1994.   The  basic  purpose  of 
the  Committee  is  to  encourage  appropriate  and  joint  involvement  and 
coordination  among  the  various  bureaus  to  address  border  Issues. 

Each  bureau  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  except  the  Office  of 
Surface  Mining,  has  a  representative  on  the  Committee.   The  Committee  also 
designated  from  among  its  various  members  individuals  to  represent  and 
coordinate  Interior's  interests  with  several  organizations.   Some  of  these 
organizations  are  new  and  were  formed  as  a  result  of  the  NAFTA  supplemental 
agreements . 

The  Border  Environmental  Cooperation  Commission  is  one  these 
Institutions  created  as  a  result  of  NAFTA.   This  Commission  is  a  binatlonal 
U.S. /Mexico  organization  whose  purpose  is  to  facilitate  and  certify 
environmental  infrastructure  development  along  the  border.   Reclamation  is 
also  providing  the  Department's  coordinator  to  the  Commission.   Criteria  and 
guidelines,  in  Spanish  and  English,  for  project  evaluation  are  being  jointly 
prepared  and  will  be  submitted  to  the  Commission  for  its  consideration  and 
use.   Target  completion  date  is  late  March- 1995. 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  HABITAT  PRESERVATION  AND  ENHANCEMENT  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Myers.   Will  your  role  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Habitat  Preservation 
and  Enhancement  Program  be  limited  to  restoration  and  enhancement 
opportunities  associated  with  Reclamation  projects? 

Mr.  Beard.   Yes.  Reclamation's  role  would  be  limited  to  preservation 
and  enhancement  activities  at  storage  reservoirs  and  on  lands  associated  with 
Reclamation's  projects.   In  fiscal  year  1996  the  project  to  be  financed  under 
this  line  item  is  the  Boise  Project  in  southwestern  Idaho. 

GENERAL  PLANNING  STUDIES 

Mr.  Myers.   Under  General  Planning  Studies,  you  propose  to  undertake  a 
new  Study  of  Project  Impacts.   What  is  the  purpose  of  that  study? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  done  many  studies  of  proposed 
construction  projects,  but  has  not  systematically  attempted  to  follow-up  with 
an  evaluation  of  actual  project  impacts. 
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The  purpose  of  this  study  of  existing  Reclamation  projects  Is  to  find 
out  what  worked  or  didn't  work  and  how  to  apply  these  lessons  to  future 
Reclanatlon  decisions  on  project  operations,  new  missions  and  potential  asset 
transfers.   We  believe  the  results  of  this  study  will  be  very  important  both 
to  Reclamation  and  to  State  and  local  water  managers . File  Name: 

Mr.  Myers.    Since  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  no  longer  in  the  water 
resources  development  business,  why  do  you  still  need  to  issue  technical 
guidelines  for  conducting  the  technical  phases  of  resources  planning? 

Mr.  Beard.   Technical  guidelines  are  being  developed  for  economic, 
environmental,  and  social  analyses  of  potential  changes  in  the  operation  of 
existing  projects.   Changes  in  operation  would  lead  to  improved  water 
conservation,  Increased  recreation  benefits  and  environmental  restoration. 

Mr.  Myers.   Please  give  us  some  examples  of  the  special  studies 
requested  by  other  resource  agencies  that  you  are  participating  in. 

Mr.  Beard.    I  will  be  glad  to  provide  a  list  for  the  record. 

[Information  for  the  Record:] 

JOINT  PARTICIPATION  IN  STUDIES 

Rio  Grande  Border  Issues  -  The  Department  of  the  Interior  formed  a  U.S/Mexlco 
Border  Issues  Field  Coordinating  Committee  in  1994.   The  basic  purpose  of  the 
Committee  is  to  encourage  appropriate  and  joint  involvement/coordination  among 
the  various  bureaus  to  address  border  Issues  related  to  growth,  subsequent 
demands  on  the  resources,  sustainability ,  limited  resources,  and  environmental 
impacts . 

Lower  Neches  Valley  Authority,  Nevada  -  Conservation  of  water  through 
better  management  and  improved  efficiency  of  use  is  the  goal  of  this  study. 
Reclamation  will  conduct  scoping  sessions  with  the  study  participants  and 
provide  a  preliminary  evaluation  of  the  system. 

Sacramento  Watershed  Management  Plan  -  The  Sacramento  Metropolitan  Water 
Authority,  SMWA,  met  with  Reclamation  in  June  1994  to  request  that  Reclamation 
participate  in  SMWA's  development  of  a  Sacramento  Watershed  Management  Plan. 

Upper  Animas  River  Water  Quality  Monitoring  -  Participation  with  the 
Colorado  Department  of  Health  and  other  entities  to  quantify  sources  of  metals 
contamination  in  the  Upper  Animas  basin  and  determine  the  potential  for 
resource  restoration. 

Intermountaln  West  Joint  Venture   -  Under  the  umbrella  of  the  North 
American  Waterfowl  Management  Plan,  Reclamation  is  participating  in  a  major 
cooperative  effort  among  states,  environmental  groups,  and  the  Federal 
Government  to  protect  and  enhance  wetland  habitats  and  species  in  eleven 
western  states. 

Rio  Grande  Bosque  Conservation  Study  -  A  cooperative  effort  of  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  University  of  New 
Mexico,  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  to  formulate  a  short  and  long-term 
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ecosystem  between  Cochiti  Dam  and  San  Marclal,  New  Mexico. 

Florldft  Mesa  Ground  Water  Study  -  Reclamation  will  work  with  personnel 
from  La  Plata  County  and  the  State  of  Colorado  in  formulating  a  plan  to  study 
the  ground  water  conditions  under  the  Florida  Mesa  located  east  of  Durango, 
Colorado . 

Rio  Chama  Flows  Work  Group  -  Participate  with  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  other  Federal  and  non- federal 
agencies,  and  the  City  of  Albuquerque  in  managing  Rio  Chama  River  flows  to 
fesrve  multiple  purposes,  including  river  rafting  and  protection  of  the  trout 
fishery  below  Middle  Rio  Grande  Conservancy  District's  El  Vado  Dam.   The  Chama 
River  conveys  Reclamation's  San  Juan-Chama  Project  water. 

MAlibu  Creek  -  State  of  California  Fish  and  Game  -  Provided  an  appraisal 
evaluation  for  removing  Rindge  Dam  to  allow  fish  access  to  historic  spawning 
grounds . 

Havasupai  Tribe  -  Planning  design  and  cost  estimates  for  a  water  supply 
system  on  the  reservation  for  a  new  development. 

Hu£lapal  Tribe  -  Assist  the  tribe  with  water  management  guidance  for  a 
water  resources  assessment  on  the  reservation. 

West  Maricopa  County  Water  Resource  Flan  -  Arizona  Department  of  Water 
Resources  Provide  technical  assistance  in  support  of  a  dependable  and  safe 
water  supply  for  the  orderly,  sustainable,  cost-effective  economic  development 
of  western  Maricopa  County. 

Mr.  Myers.    For  General  Planning  Studies  how  much  is  requested  for  each 
of  the  categories  of  work  listed  in  the  justification  material? 

Mr.  Beard.    I  will  be  glad  to  provide  that  information  for  the  record. 

[Information  for  the  Record:] 

GENERAL  PLANNING  STUDIES 

Review  and  development  of  planning  program  policies         $   100,000 

Preparation,  revision,  and  issuance  of  technical  $   535,000 

guidelines  for  conducting  the  technical  phases 
of  resources  planning 

Participation  in  special  studies  requested  by  other         $   688,000 
natural  resource  agencies  and  management  overview  of 
these  activities 

Review  and  preparation  of  plans  of  study  and  cost-  $   712,000 

sharing  agreements  on  proposed  investigations 

Study  of  Project  Impacts  §  400,000 
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INVESTIGATION  OF  EXISTING  FSOJECTS 

Mr.  Myers.   Please  give  some  exanples  of  the  work  being  accomplished 
under  the  Investigation  of  Existing  Projects  program. 

Mr.  Babbitt.   Examples  of  work  being  accomplished  in  fiscal  year  1995 
under  the  Investigation  of  Existing  Projects  program  are:  the  Southern  Nevada 
Water  Alternatives,  Yuma  Desalting  Plant,  alternative  uses,  baseline  Water 
Quality  Monitoring,  Central  Valley  Project,  Electrical  Energy  Conservation 
Program,  Central  Valley  Project,  Water  Conservation  Program,  Central  Valley 
Project,  and  drain  water  reclamation. 

MINOR  WORK  IN  CONNECTION  WITH  COMPLETED  PROJECTS 

Mr.  Myers.   What  work  Is  being  accomplished  in  FY  1995  under  the  Minor 
Work  in  Connection  with  Completed  Projects  program? 

Mr.  Beard.   Examples  of  work  being  accomplished  in  FY  1995  under  the 
Minor  Work  in  Connection  vfith  Completed  Projects  program  are:  completion  of 
the  Black  Hills  and/or  Rlncon  Bayou  reports,  completion  of  miscellaneous  study 
activities  such  as  the  Sevier  River  Water  Management  Study  report,  and 
submission  of  various  reports  to  State  and  other  Federal  agencies  for  review. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN  TRIBES 

Mr.  Myers.   What  tribes  are  being  assisted  under  the  Missouri  River 
Basin  Tribes  in  North  and  South  Dakota  program? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  tribes  being  assisted  are  all  those  located  on 
reservations  within  the  Missouri  River  basin  in  North  and  South  Dakota  and 
includes  the  Fort  Berthold  Indian  Reservation,  Standing  Rock  Indian 
Reservation,  Cheyenne  Indian  Reservation,  Crow  Creek  Indian  Reservation,  Lower 
Brule  Indian  Reservation,  Rosebud  Indian  Reservation,  Pine  Ridge  Indian 
Reservation  and  Yankton  Indian  Reservation.   We  are  currently  working  with  the 
Standing  Rock  Sioux  Tribe  on  water  management  studies  of  the  Cannonball  River 
and  the  Grand  River  basins.   We  Intend  to  work  with  the  Rosebud  Sioux  Tribe  in 
FY96  to  initiate  a  water  management  study  of  the  Little  White  River  basin. 

Mr.  Myers.   Please  explain  the  Increase  in  the  scope  of  work  that  has 
caused  the  total  estimated  cost  of  this  effort  to  increase  by  $200,000. 

Mr.  Beard.   The  scope  of  work  associated  with  the  Missouri  River  Basin 
Tribes  Water  Management  Study  has  not  changed  since  the  study  was  originally 
authorized.   However,  the  costs  associated  with  taking  an  Integrated  basin- 
wide  approach  on  water  management  studies  was  under  estimated  at  the  time  the 
study  proposal  was  originally  developed.   The  issues  associated  with  the 
interrelationships  between  water  resources  and  baslnwlde  economy,  environment, 
society  and  culture  are  very  complex,  particularly  in  the  context  of 
addressing  on-  and  off -reservation  interests.   The  need  to  Integrate  these 
interests,  while  identifying  and  documenting  basinwide  water  resource 
problems,  needs  and  opportunities,  has  resulted  in  study  costs  greater  than 
originally  anticipated.  ■  A  significant  portion  of  the  baslnwlde  water 
management  studies  are  being  accomplished  by  the  Tribes  through  Cooperative 
Agreements  with  Reclamation  in  accordance  with  the  Indian  Self-Determination 
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and  Education  Assistance  Act,  as  amended  P.L.  93-638.   The  Indian  Self- 
Detemination  and  Education  Assistance  Act  introduced  study  cost  conponents, 
such  as  Tribal  adninistrative  costs,  that  also  were  not  anticipated  when  the 
study  proposal  was  originally  developed. 

OREGON  STREAM  RESTORATION/OREGON  SOBBASIM  CONSERVATION  STUDIES 

Hr.  Myers.   Please  describe  the  activities  you  have  conducted  thus  far 
as  part  of  the  Oregon  Stream  Restoration  and  Oregon  Subbasin  Conservation 
planning  studies. 

Mr.  Beard.   Both  the  Oregon  Stream  Restoration  and  Oregon  Subbasin 
Conservation  planning  studies  are:   providing  technical  assistance  to  locally 
controlled  and  funded  watershed  improvement  programs,  and  reducing  conflict 
between  the  agricultural  and  environmental  communities.   The  Oregon  Stream 
Restoration  study  has  focused  on  cooperative  interagency  efforts  with  the 
State  of  Oregon,  other  Federal  agencies,  Native  American  tribes,  and  local 
watershed  councils.   Reclamation  has  helped  fund  local  staff,  prepare  action 
plans,  and  provide  engineering,  hydrology  and  other  assistance.   By  October 
1995,  the  effort  will  have  resulted  in  about  $7  million  of  implemented 
watershed  projects  to  improve  salmon  habitat,  more  than  95  percent  of  which 
was  paid  by  non-Federal  sources. 

The  Oregon  Subbasin  Conservation  study  has  developed  hydrologic  models 
for  the  Bear  Creek,  Rogue  River  and  Deschutes  basins  that  are  being  used  by 
locals  and  interagency  groups  to  evaluate  conservation  opportunities  aimed  at 
restoring  stream  flows.   Similar  efforts  are  underway  in  the  Malheur  and 
Wallowa  basins.   Four  districts  have  been  assisted  in  the  development  of 
efficiency  block  programs  that  help  them  better  manage  their  water.   The  study 
has  assisted  Deschutes  basin  districts  in  the  development  of  a  prototype 
subbasin  plan  designed  to  restore  streamflows  designed  to  be  used  as  a  model 
for  basins  in  the  rest  of  the  State. 

TECHNICAL  ASSISTANCE  TO  STATES  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Myers.   How  much  did  you  expend  in  FY  1994  and  do  you  expect  to 
expend  in  FY  1995  under  the  Technical  Assistance  to  States  program? 

Mr.  Babbitt.   In  FY  1994,  Reclamation  allotted  $1,346,000  and  expended 
approximately  $1,234,000  under  the  Technical  Assistance  to  States  program.   In 
FY  1995,  Reclamation  allotted  $1,866,000  and  anticipates  expending 
approximately  $1,754,000  of  this  amount  for  this  program. 

UPPER  DESCHUTES  RIVER  BASIN  PROJECT 

Mr.  Myers.   Please  provide  us  with  some  examples  of  the  demonstration 
projects  being  conducted  under  the  Upper  Deschutes  River  Basin  project. 

Hr.  Beard.   Reclamation  conducted  several  demonstration  projects  of 
canal  lining  technologies  to  deal  with  geologic  conditions  fairly  unique  to 
central  Oregon.   The  results  of  this  research  effort  have  been  published  in 
two  reports.   Reclamation  also  assisted  in  planning  two  gravity  pressure 
demonstrations  that  were  locally  funded.   Local  water  users  are  now 
considering  a  number  of  additional  demonstration  projects  for  which 
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Raclaaatlon  would  provide  planning  assistance.   The  purpose  of  these  projects 
!•  to  demonstrate :   that  technologies  can  save  water  and  legal  mechanisms  for 
allocating  a  portion  of  the  saved  water  for  new,  beneficial  uses.   Ideas  for 
the  new  demonstrations  Include  testing  additional  canal  lining  methods,  more 
gravity  pressure  pipelines,  Irrigation  system  operating  Improvements  such  as 
automation,  and  moving  points  of  diversion  to  keep  water  In  stream  over  a 
longer  reach  of  the  river. 

APPROPRIATION  AUTUORIZATION  CEILINGS 

Mr.  Myers.   You  state  that  all  construction  activities  for  FY  1996  can 
be  performed  under  current  authorizations  with  exception  of  the  Central  Valley 
Project,  Trinity  River  Division,  and  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control 
Project.   Please  explain  the  need  for  authorization  for  those  projects  and  the 
status  of  the  authorization. 

Mr.  Beard.   Reauthorization  is  required  for  the  Central  Valley  Project, 
Trinity  River  Division  because  the  Trinity  River  Basin  Restoration  Program 
established  by  Public  Law  98-541,  only  authorized  appropriations  until  October 
1,  1995.   There  is  a  need  for  additional  funding  in  order  to  complete 
necessary  restoration  activities.   A  legislative  proposal  to  reauthorize  the 
Trinity  River  Basin  Restoration  Program  is  currently  under  review  within  the 
Administration.   The  proposal  will  be  forwarded  to  Congress  as  soon  as  the 
review  is  complete. 

Salinity  work  Identified  in  the  Title  II  New  Format  proposal  is  not  part 
of  the  original  Colorado  River  Basin,  Title  II  Division  authorization, 
therefore,  additional  legislation  will  be  required  to  implement  the  new  format 
and  to  provide  new  appropriation  ceiling.   The  new  format  proposal  addresses 
salinity  control  on  a  basin-wide  level  and  implementation  of  the  most  cost- 
effective  controls  possible.   Reclamation  testified  in  favor  of  legislation 
Introduced  In  the  103rd  Congress  which  would  allow  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  Implement  a  variety  of  cost-effective  salinity  control  methods  and 
Increases  the  appropriation  celling. 

The  work  proposed  in  FY  1996,  for  the  Grand  Valley,  Lower  Gunnison  Basin 
and  Paradox  Valley  units  can  be  performed  within  the  appropriation  celling 
authorized  by  Title  II  of  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project 
under  Public  Law  93-320. 

Mr.  Myers.   You  further  state  that  six  other  projects  would  require 
legislation  to  Increase  appropriation  ceilings  before  they  could  be  completed 
as  authorized.   Can  the  work  proposed  for  FY  1996  for  those  projects  be 
accomplished  within  the  authorized  appropriation  ceilings? 

Mr.  Beard.   Yes,  the  work  proposed  for  FY  1996  for  these  six  projects 
will  be  accomplished  within  the  authorized  appropriation  celling.   It  is  our 
policy  not  to  award  construction  contracts  unless  we  are  certain  that 
sufficient  appropriation  ceiling  is  available  to  cover  the  commitments 
contained  in  these  contracts. 
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CENTRAL  ARIZONA  PROJECT 

Mr.  Myers.   Please  provide  the  Comslttee  with  a  status  report  on  your 
effort  to  provide  a  reliable  source  of  Central  Arizona  Project  water  to 
Southern  Arizona. 

Mr.  Beard.   Reclamation  is  proceeding  with  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  which  is  expected  to  be  ready  for  public  comment  in  April 
1995.   This  is  a  delay  of  approximately  one  month  over  the  date  identified  in 
the  fiscal  year  1996  Budget  Justification  documents  due  to  a  delay  in  receipt 
of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  Section  7  draft  Biological  Opinion  from  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.   This  draft  Biological  Opinion  on  the  endangered 
pineapple  cactus  has  resulted  in  the  need  for  Reclamation  to  supplement  the 
text  of  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.   The  Budget  Justification 
documents  also  indicated  that  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was 
scheduled  for  completion  in  March  1996.   However,  in  support  of  the  policy 
indicated  by  Secretary  Babbitt  in  recent  correspondence  with  City  of  Tucson 
Mayor  George  Miller,  Reclamation  is  now  accelerating  activities  within  our 
jurisdiction  so  that  a  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  with  a  Record  of 
Decision  would  be  possible  by  November  1995.   Geologic  exploration  to 
determine  foundation  characteristics  of  the  probable  site  locations  continues. 
Denver  designers  will  reach  a  preliminary  decision  on  optimal  site  location 
this  Spring.   It  appears  likely  that  the  optimal  site  Includes  land  located  on 
the  Pascua  Yaqul  Reservation.   In  this  case,  the  Pascua  Yaqul  have  expressed  a 
desire  to  enter  Into  a  land  exchange  between  Reclamation,  the  State  and  the 
Tribe  that  would  benefit  all  parties.   Pima  County  and  the  Pascua  Yaqul  have 
expressed  Interest  In  working  with  Reclamation  to  discuss  cost  sharing 
recreational  development. 

Mr.  Myers.   In  fiscal  year  1995,  an  additional  $4,000,000  was  provided 
for  additional  design  work  and  land  acquisition  for  Central  Arizona  Project 
system  reliability  for  southern  Arizona.   How  are  those  funds  being  utilized? 

Mr.  Beard.   Although  Reclamation  received  an  additional  $4  million  for 
the  Central  Arizona  Project's  system  reliability,  this  funding  Is  not  required 
to  complete  the  work  activities  scheduled  for  this  feature  In  fiscal 
year  1995.   These  funds  were  applied  by  Reclamation  as  part  of  the 
underflnanclng  reduction  of  $-38,750,000  In  the  Construction  Program. 

Mr.  Myers.   For  the  Central  Arizona  Project,  you  state  that  construction 
contracts  of  about  $25,000,000  could  be  delayed  if  ongoing  negotiations  on 
master  repayment  contract  Issues  are  not  concluded  In  a  manner  acceptable  to 
the  Secretary.  Would  you  please  explain  the  Issues  Involved  In  those 
negotiations  and  why  work  would  be  delayed  If  they  are  not  completed  In  a 
manner  acceptable  to  the  Secretary? 

Mr.  Beard.   There  are  a  number  of  Issues  which  are  being  addressed  In 
the  Central  Arizona  Project  negotiations.  Including,  but  not  limited  to, 
payment  of  project  Operation  and  Maintenance  costs  as  well  as  repayment  of 
capital  costs  by  the  Central  Arizona  Water  Conservation  District.   The  key 
Issue  that  has  caused  Reclamation  to  consider  delay  of  construction  contracts 
is  related  to  the  amount  of  capital  costs  that  the  Central  Arizona  Water 
Conservation  District  is  obligated  to  pay  under  the  Master  Repayment  Contract. 
The  District  has  maintained  that  Its  repayment  obligation  Is  limited  to 
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$1.8  billion,  while  Reclamation  has  maintained  that  the  obligation  is  at  least 
$2  billion  and  possibly  higher.  With  the  repayment  amount  in  dispute  and 
existing  expenditures  already  exceeding  the  amounts  that  the  District  has 
indicated  as  its  repayment  limitation,  it  would  be  inappropriate  for 
Reclamation  to  continue  expenditure  of  Federal  monies  on  the  reimbursable 
portions  of  the  project  if  this  issue  Is  not  resolved  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Secretary.   To  do  so  without  a  clear  means  to  ensure  repayment  would 
Jeopardize  our  ability  to  comply  with  the  reimbursement  requirements  of 
Reclamation  law. 

The  work  items  that  would  be  delayed,  if  negotiations  were  to  fall,  are 
those  items  subject  to  repayment  by  the  District.   However,  I  an  pleased  to 
report  that  the  Department's  negotiation  team  appears  to  be  having  success  in 
developing  a  financial  restructuring  proposal  with  the  Central  Arizona  Water 
Conservation  District  that  would  resolve  the  Issues.   The  proposal  Is  still 
preliminary  and  under  review  within  the  Department  and  the  Administration,  but 
provides  reason  to  suggest  that  It  Is  likely  that  delay  In  the  construction 
awards  will  not  be  necessary. 

Mr.  Myers.   What  work  would  be  delayed? 

Mr.  Beard.   Assuming  the  repayment  Issues  are  not  resolved,  construction 
deficiency  and  completion  activities  on  the  aqueduct  system  would  be  delayed 
until  the  repayment  contract  disputes  are  settled.   The  work  to  be  delayed 
would  Include  the  Agua  Frla  Siphon  Replacement,  Centennial  Siphon  Liner, 
Havasu  Pumping  Plant  Impellers,  Fannln-McFarland  Reach  4  Drainage  Protection, 
Tucson  Aqueduct  Cathodlc  Protection  Phase  II,  Miscellaneous  Small  Items,  and' 
Permanent  Operating  Equipment. 

Mr.  Myers.   When  will  the  decision  be  made  on  whether  or  not  to  delay 
the  work? 

Mr.  Beard.   DectBlons  to  delay  work  would  begin  to  occur  in  March  1995, 
Immediately  before  construction  specif icatione  for  these  activities  are 
scheduled  for  issuance. 

Mr.  Myers.   Please  provide  the  Committee  with  a  status  report  on  the 
repair  and  replacement  of  Central  Arizona  Project  siphons. 

Mr.  Beard.  Of  the  21  siphon  repair  contracts,  ten  were  completed  prior 
to  fiscal  year  1995;  and  four  will  be  completed  in  fiscal  year  1995,  Including 
the  Salt  and  New  River  Siphon  repairs,  and  the  Salt  River  and  Agua  Frla  Cable 
contracts.  Two  more  are  scheduled  for  award  this  summer  pending  resolution  of 
the  repayment  issues:  the  Agua  Frla  Siphon  repair  and  Centennial  Siphon  steel 
liner.  The  remaining  five  contracts  are  scheduled  for  award  after  fiscal  year 
1996. 

Mr.  Myers.   When  will  the  work  be  completed  and  how  much  will  it  cost? 

Mr.  Beard.   All  siphon  repair  contracts  are  currently  scheduled  to  be 
completed  by  fiscal  year  2000.   The  total  cost  of  the  repair  program  is 
estimated  at  $113.7  million. 
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Mr.  Myers.   In  FY  1995,  an  additional  $3,500,000  was  provided  under  the 
Central  Arizona  Project  for  planning,  design  and  construction  of  the  Gila 
River  Indian  Community's  distribution  and  delivery  system.   What  Is  the  status 
of  that  work? 

Mr.  Beard.   Construction  under  Public  Law  92-638,  for  Sacaton  Ranch 
South  Is  scheduled  to  begin  this  fiscal  year.   Reclamation  and  the  Gila  River 
Indian  Community  are  working  to  complete  an  Environmental  Assessment  for 
Blackwater  Lateral.   Preconstructlon  and  design  activities  are  underway  to 
meet  the  scheduled  October  1995  award  date.   The  current  approved  schedule 
anticipated  a  final  site-specific  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Pima 
Canal,  Phase  1,  by  October  1996  and  the  Programmatic,  Master  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  by  December  1996 .   The  Community  has  requested  that 
Reclamation  concurrently  accomplish  the  Programmatic  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  the  Pima  Canal  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  and  the  Blackwater 
Lateral  Environmental  Assessment  and  accelerate  the  schedule  to  allow 
construction  on  the  Pima  Canal  to  begin  in  the  summer  of  1996. 

To  assist  with  scheduled  acceleration,  the  Community  has  waived  its 
right  to  review  the  documents .   The  accelerated  Programmatic  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  proposed  schedule  is  to  provide  a  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  public  comment  by  late  summer  1995;  the  final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  filed  by  May  1996;  and  a  Record  of  Decision  by  June  1996.   A 
Master  Repayment  and  Operation  and  Maintenance  contract  must  also  be  executed 
prior  to  award  of  a  contract  according  to  the  Indian  Self -Determination  Act, 
Public  Law  92-638,  for  construction  of  the  Gila  River  Indian  Community  water 
delivery  system.   The  contract  and  basis  for  negotiation  is  currently  being 
developed.   If  the  accelerated  schedule  is  met,  funds  provided  in  fiscal 
year  1996  would  be  used  to  initiate  construction  on  the  Pima  Canal  in  lieu  of 
the  Blackwater  Lateral. 

A  cooperative  agreement  with  the  Community  Is  underway  which  actively 
involves  the  Community  in  the  cultural  survey  decision-making  process  for 
designing  research  goals  and  for  cultural  resources  management.   The  cultural 
resources  program  has  been  ongoing  for  1-1/2  years  and  has  a  staff  of  17, 
including  nine  tribal  members  who  have  been  trained  in  field  and  laboratory 
methods.   To  date,  between  the  Community  staff  and  a  Reclamation  contractor, 
about  17,000  acres  have  been  surveyed  and  another  22,000  are  scheduled  for 
survey  In  1995.   Over  300  archaeological  sites  have  been  recorded.   The 
Community  Is  very  Interested  In  taking  an  active  role  in  protecting  and 
managing  the  vast  number  of  cultural  resource  sites  on  its  land.   The  goals 
are  to  complete  the  majority  of  the  surveys  by  1998,  to  prepare  a  project-wide 
cultural  resources  mitigation  plan,  and  to  develop  a  viable,  self -sufficient 
cultural  resource  program  within  the  Community. 

HOOVER  DAM  VISITOR  CENTER 

Mr.  Myers.   What  Is  the  status  on  construction  of  the  Hoover  Dam  Visitor 
Center? 

Mr.  Beard.   Both  Improved  parking  and  visitor  facilities  are  being 
constructed  at  Hoover  Dam  to  eliminate  extremely  hazardous  conditions  which 
exist  due  to  (1)  the  high  volume  of  vehicular  traffic  crossing  the  top  of  the 
dam  via  U.S.  93,  and  (2)  the  large  number  of  pedestrians  on  the  dam  Itself  due 
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to  the  location  of  existing  visitor  facilities.   Construction  will  be 
substantially  complete  In  June  1995  as  recommended  by  the  office  of  the 
Inspector  General.   The  remaining  contract  work  consists  of  fabrication  and 
installation  of  exhibits,  a  35mm  film,  and  audio  visual  equipment  at  the 
visitor  center.   A  reprogramming  letter  is  being  initiated  for  $3.2  million 
for  award  of  the  remaining  contracts  and  $800,000  for  resolution  of  a  claim 
for  Equitable  Adjustment  against  the  Government  for  $23.2  million. 
Reclamation  plans  to  award  the  contracts  for  the  remaining  work  soon,  with 
work  estimated  to  be  complete  within  one  year  of  contract  award.   In  the 
Interim,  temporary  exhibits  will  be  provided  for  the  visitors  in  select  areas 
of  the  visitor  center. 

Mr.  Myers.   Are  funds  Included  in  the  FY  1996  budget  request  for  this 
project. 

Mr.  Beard.   There  are  no  funds  included  in  the  FY  1996  budget  request 
for  the  Hoover  Dam  Visitor  Center. 

AUBURN- FOLSOM  SOUTH  UNIT 

Mr.  Myers.   When  will  the  feasibility  report  on  multipurpose  alternative 
sources  of  water  and  power  development  in  the  American  River  basin,  which  is 
being  conducted  under  the  Auburn-Folsom  South  Unit  of  the  Central  Valley 
Project,  be  completed? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  scheduled  completion  date  for  the  feasibility  report  is 
April  1996. 

FY  1995  CONGRESSIONAL  WRITE-INS 

Mr.  Myers.   In  FY  1995,  additional  funds  were  provided  for  the  Delta 
Division,  the  Sacramento  River  Division,  the  San  Luis  Unit,  and  Miscellaneous 
Project  Programs  of  the  Central  Valley  Project  in  California.   Are  you 
utilizing  those  funds  to  carry  out  the  projects  and  programs  specified  in  the 
reports  accompanying  the  FY  1995  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriations 
Act?   Please  provide  a  brief  status  report  for  each  of  those  projects. 

Mr.  Beard.   The  additional  funds  provided  in  FY  1995  are  being  used  for 
carrying  out  the  projects  and  programs  specified  in  the  reports.   I  am 
providing  a  breakdown  for  the  record,  by  Division,  of  the  status  of  each 
project  or  program. 

[Information  for  the  Record] 

Delta  Division.  CVP 

Georglana  Slough.  S350.000  -  Reclamation  is  finalizing  necessary 
documentation  for  forwarding  funding  to  the  State  of  California,  Department  of 
Water  Resources.   Originally,  this  program  was  administered  by  the  San  Luis 
and  Delta  Mendota  Water  Authority.   Effective  in  late  1994,  the  State  became 
the  administrator  of  the  program.   Federal  funds  are  being  used  to  develop  and 
test  the  viability  of  an  acoustic  sound  barrier  installed  at  Georglana  Slough 
to  determine  If  such  a  barrier  will  aid  in  reducing  incidental  mortality  of 
Chinook  salmon  by  deterring  them  from  entering  the  Central  Delta,  and 
subsequently  the  Tracy  Pumping  Facility. 
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Bav-D»lta  Oversight.  SAOO.OOO  -  On  December  15,  1994.  an  accord  known  as 
the  "Principles  for  Agreenent  on  Bay/Delta  Standards  between  the  State  of 
California  and  the  Federal  Government"  was  broadly  supported  and  endorsed  by 
the  agricultural,  urban,  environmental,  and  business  communities.  A  Joint 
effort  by  all  agencies  has  resulted  in  the  selection  of  a  Program  Manager  for 
the  long-term  solution  finding  process.   The  manager  will  be  assisted  by  a 
Federally  Chartered  Committee  of  Citizens  Advisors. 

South  Delta  Barriers.  S500.000  -  Funding  provided  is  being  used  for 
participation  with  the  State  of  California  Department  of  Water  Resources  in 
the  preparation  of  a  joint  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental 
Impact  Report  scheduled  to  be  released  in  August  1995. 

Sacramento  River  Division,  CVP 

Sacramento  River  Information  Center.  $400.000  -  The  Sacramento  River 
Discovery  Center  will  be  at  Red  Bluff  Recreation  Area,  managed  by  Mendocino 
National  Forest,  a  480 -acre  site  on  the  northeast  shore  of  Lake  Red  Bluff 
upstream  from  Red  Bluff  Diversion  Dam.   Grants  have  been  awarded  to  Evergreen 
Union  School  District,  Tehama  County  Department  of  Education,  to  develop  and 
Install  an  interpretive  program,  manage  the  program  for  five  years,  and 
develop  a  long-term  plan.   Long-term  plan  objectives  and  major  themes  have 
been  identified.  Awareness  among  agencies  and  organizations  to  utilize  the 
Center  for  educational  purposes,  and  for  implementation  of  programs  has  met 
with  terrific  success. 

Demonstration  Research  Pumping  Facility.  S400.000  -  The  construction  of 
the  Demonstration  Research  Pumping  Facility  is  almost  complete.   As  a  result, 
we  are  gearing  up  for  the  evaluation  of  the  facility.   The  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  will  be  conducting  in  river  studies  and  we  will  be  completing 
facilities  required  to  support  the  biological  tests  of  the  efficiency  of  the 
Facility,  engineering  and  biological  evaluations,  and  program  management. 

Fish  Passage  Program.  $495.000  -  Efforts  are  continuing  to  resolve  the 
long-term  problem  of  fish  passage  at  Red  Bluff  Diversion  Dam.   Efforts  include 
work  on  the  by-pass  concept  promoted  by  compilation  of  appropriate 
hydrologlcal  data,  public  Involvement  programs,  project  management,  and  the 
resolution  of  water  delivery  problems  caused  by  the  interim  operational 
procedures  mandated  by  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  while  the  search 
for  a  permanent  solution  proceeds . 

Glenn-Colusa  Irrigation  District.  SI. 500. 000  -  The  Federal,  State,  and 
local  agencies  have  produced  an  administrative  draft  of  the  feasibility  report 
and  the  Joint  State/Federal  Environmental  Impact  Report/Environmental  Impact 
Statement  that  currently  Is  being  reviewed  by  the  participating  agencies  for 
conpllance  with  State  and  Federal  laws  and  regulation.  We  expect  the  public 
review  period  to  begin  In  June,  the  recommended  alternative  selected 
afterward,  and  the  planning  phase  to  be  completed  in  fiscal  year  1995.   During 
fiscal  year  1995  an  Intense  design  phase  will  be  Initiated.   Designers  are 
developing  the  top  five  alternatives  that  came  out  of  the  planning  study  so 
that  they  can  be  analyzed  In  more  detail  and  a  recommended  plan  selected. 

Captive  Broodstock  Program.  $400.000  -  The  goal  of  the  captive  breeding 
program  Is  to  rear  winter-run  chlnook  salmon  under  controlled  conditions  until 
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they  become  reproductlvely  mature  adults.   By  providing  funding  to  help 
maintain  the  program,  It  Is  our  hope  to  have  reports  and  findings  available 
during  FY  1995  to  help  us  determine  whether  funding  In  this  arena  should  be 
continued. 

San  Luis  Unit,  CVP 

Arroyo  Pasalero.  $576.000  -  Additional  FY  1995  funds  were  provided  to 
the  San  Luis  Unit  for  the  continuation  of  land  acquisition  activities.   These 
funds  have  been  used  for  appraisal  costs  of  valuing  the  acreage  Involved  In  an 
ongoing  lawsuit  and  associated  labor  costs.   Settlement  of  the  lawsuit, 
Anderson  Farms  1  vs.  United  States,  has  been  reached;  however,  to  date  the 
official  notification  from  Department  of  Justice  has  not  been  received.   Funds 
also  will  be  utilized  after  the  United  States  has  title  to  this  property  in 
order  to  accomplish  additional  administrative  land  acquisition  activities, 
such  as  processing  of  licenses  and  easements. 

Miscellaneous  Project  Programs,  CVP 

Unscreened  Diversions.  $4.000.000  -  Funds  for  feasibility  and 
engineering  studies  for  positive  barrier  fish  screens  will  be  provided  to 
Prlnceton-Cordura-Glenn  Irrigation  District,  Provident  Irrigation  District, 
Phelan-Parrott  Irrigation  Systems,  Patterson  Water  District,  Banta  Carbona' 
Irrigation  District,  and  Sutter  Mutual  Water  District.   In  addition,  funding 
will  be  provided  to  Maxwell  Irrigation  District  and  Felger  Mutual  Water 
Company  for  actual  screen  construction  projects.   Funding  will  be  provided  to 
the  Sulsun  Resource  Conservation  District  to  inventory  candidate  fish  screen 
sites.   Discussions  are  being  held  with  the  Western  Canal  Water  District  to 
discuss  their  Involvement  in  the  program. 

Reclamation  District  108.  $450.000  -  The  District  is  considering 
limiting  the  experiment  to  an  electrical  barrier  project  combined  with  a 
louvered  flow  facility  to  optimize  performance  of  the  barrier.   Funding 
provided  will  cover  approximately  50  percent  of  the  anticipated  costs. 

Reclamation  District  1004.  $215.000  -  The  District  will  be  provided 
funding  for  the  acoustical  barrier  research  project. 

Screening  Research.  $985.000  -  Full  model  tests  at  our  Laboratory  in 
Denver  Indicate  promise  for  an  experimental  screen  design  which  will  be  cost- 
competitive  with  other  screen  designs  currently  available.   This  experimental 
design  could  resolve  a  number  of  problems  typically  associated  with 
conventional  screens.   Further  field  testing  of  a  prototype  screen  In 
accordance  with  a  rigid  evaluation  and  monitoring  program  to  be  developed 
jointly  by  Involved  fishery  agencies  will  be  funded. 

Salmon  Stamp  Program.  SIOO.OOO  -  The  Salmon  Stamp  Committee  Is  utilizing 
existing  technical  review  protocol  and  authority  to  select  projects  for 
funding.  We  are  entering  into  an  agreement  with  the  State  of  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  administer  and  fund  selected  projects. 

Coho  Salmon  Program.  $150.000  -  We  have  recruited  the  assistance  of  the 
Fish,  Farm,  and  Forest  Communities  Forum  to  assist  with  the  Identification  of 
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Coho  Salnon  restoration  projects  and  will  be  entering  Into  an  agreement  for 
the  Forun  to  administer  and  manage  dedicated  funding. 

Spring  Run  Chinook  Salmon  Program.  $300.000  -  We  have  recruited  the 
assistance  of  the  Spring  Run  Chinook  Salmon  Work  Group  to  assist  In  the 
development  of  criteria  for  proposals.   We  will  be  entering  into  an  agreement 
with  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  for  the  administration  and 
management  of  projects. 

SHASTA  TEMPERATURE  CONTROL  DEVICE 

Mr.  Myers.   The  budget  request  Indicates  that  $31,830,000  Is  required  In 
FY  1995  to  continue  construction  of  the  Shasta  Dam,  California,  Temperature 
Control  Device.  Of  that  total,  $20,000,000  Is  to  be  the  State  of  California's 
contribution  to  the  project.   You  state  that  you  must  receive  a  commitment 
from  the  State  to  provide  those  funds  by  March  31  of  this.  year.  Have  you 
received  that  commitment  and,  if  not,  do  you  expect  to  receive  it? 

Mr.  Beard.   To  date,  we  have  not  received  a  commitment  from  the  State  of 
California  to  contribute  these  funds  in  FY  1996  for  construction  of  the 
Temperature  Control  Device  at  Shasta  Dam.   However,  based  upon  the 
requirements  of  Public  Law  102-575  and  cooperative  efforts  with  the  State  so 
far,  it  Is  our  expectation  that  this  funding  will  be  made  available. 

Mr.  Myers.   What  happens  if  you  do  not  receive  the  commitment  by 
March  31st7 

Mr.  Beard.   If  a  commitment  is  not  received  by  the  end  of  March, 
Reclamation's  budget  request  will  need  to  be  adjusted  within  the  totals 
provided  by  the  President's  request  for  FY  1996. 

TRINITY  RIVER  RESTORATION 

Mr.  Myers.   Can  any  of  the  funds  requested  for  the  Trinity  River 
Restoration,  California,  project  be  expended  if  the  project  authorization  is 
not  extended? 

Mr.  Beard.   No,  the  requested  funds  cannot  be  expended  if  the 
authorization  is  not  extended  since  Public  Law  98-541,  which  established  the 
Trinity  River  Basin  Restoration  Program  only  authorized  appropriations  until 
October  1,  1995. 

COLORADO  RIVER  SALINITY  CONTROL 

Mr.  Myers.  The  budget  request  includes  a  proposal  to  redefine  the 
Federal  role  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control  Project.   You 
Indicate  that  the  new  format  for  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity  Control 
Project  that  is  proposed  in  the  budget  will  require  authorization.  When  will 
that  legislation  be  introduced? 

Mr.  Beard.  A  legislative  proposal  to  authorize  the  Title  II  New  Format 
is  \inder  development.   In  addition,  H.R.  930  was  Introduced  in  the  House  on 
February  14th  by  Mr.  Hansen  to  authorize  the  basin-wide  program.  We 
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understand  that  Mr.  Bennett  is  working  with  the  Colorado  River  Basin  Salinity 
Control  Forum  to  introduce  a  companion  bill  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  Myers.   Can  you  tell  us  at  this  point  what  the  new  format  will  be? 

Mr.  Beard.  The  Inspector  General  found  that  the  unit-by-unit 
authorizations  provided  to  Reclamation  in  the  past  limit  the  options  available 
to  implement  the  most  cost-effective  alternatives.  The  goal  of  the  new  program 
is  to  encourage  innovation,  competition,  and  local  participation.  Reclamation 
will  rank  and  fund  the  most  cost-effective  salinity  control  alternatives. 

Mr.  Myers.  Do  you  plan  to  complete  work  that  is  underway  under  the 
currently  authorized  program? 

Mr.  Beard.  Yes,  funds  have  been  requested  to  complete  ongoing  contracts 
within  the  existing  appropriation  ceiling.  Authorized  work  that  is  not  underway 
will  be  eligible  to  compete  for  funds  under  the  new  format  program. 

COLUMBIA/SNAKE  RIVER  SAIJiON  RECOVERY  PROJECT 

Mr.  Myers.  Last  year,  the  total  Federal  cost  of  the  Columbia  and  Snake 
Rivers  Salmon  Recovery  Project  was  about  $31,000,000.  This  year  the  total  cost 
is  shown  as  about  $64,000,000.   Please  explain  the  increase. 

Mr.  Beard.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  costs  increased  from  $31  million 
to  $64  million  due  to  a  significant  increase  in  the  funds  needed  to  acquire  water 
from  willing  sellers  to  comply  with  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Seirvice 
Biological  Opinion  issued  in  March  2,  1995,  which  calls  on  Reclamation  to  provide 
427,000  acre-feet  each  year  to  enhance  Snake  and  Columbia  River  flows  for  salmon. 
The  water  is  required  as  a  reasonable  and  prudent  measure  in  order  to  avoid 
Jeopardizing  the  listed  salmon. 

Mr.  Myers.  Of  the  $15,000,000  requested  for  this  program,  the  largest 
single  item  is  $10,132,000  for  water  acquisition.  Would  you  please  provide  a 
more  detailed  explanation  of  that  activity? 

Mr.  Beard.  The  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  biological  opinion 
provides  that  Reclamation  will  acquire  water  only  from  willing  sellers  and  will 
abide  by  provisions  of  state  water  law  in  acquiring  and  delivering  the  specified 
427,000  acre -feet.  Reclamation  needs  to  permanently  acquire  reservoir  space  and 
natural  flow  rights  to  firm  up  its  ability  to  provide  427,000  acre-feet  of  water 
in  poor  water  years,  when  additional  flows  are  most  needed  by  the  listed  salmon. 
Individuals  and  irrigation  companies  have  contacted  Reclamation  and  expressed  an 
Interest  in  selling  or  renting  water  for  flow  augmentation.  Reclamation  retains 
some  space  in  project  reservoirs  that  has  never  been  sold,  and  will  use  that 
space  to  provide  part  of  the  flow  augmentation  water.  It  may  also  rely  on  annual 
rentals  of  water  from  willing  sellers. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  PROJECTS 

Mr.  Myers.  The  budget  request  includes  three  separate  endangered  species 
recovery  projects.  Are  these  projects  voluntary  or  are  they  required  as  a  result 
of  consultations  with  the  various  resource  agencies  under  the  Endangered  Species 
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Act? 

Mr.  Beard.  Both,  depending  on  the  area.  Two  of  the  projects  are  located 
within  the  Colorado  River  Basin.  Reclamation  will  perform  both  voluntary  actions 
associated  with  conservation  and  recovery  pursuant  to  Section  7(a)(1)  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act,  and  actions  which  are  consultation-driven  pursuant  to 
Section  7(a)(2)  of  the  Act.  For  example,  as  a  result  of  the  recent  designation 
of  critical  habitat  for  four  listed  fish  in  the  Colorado  River  Basin,  Reclamation 
is  undertaking  Section  7  consultations  pursuant  to  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
regarding  ddm  and  river  operations.  This  designation  will  affect  not  only 
Reclamation's  proposed  rules  and  regulations  for  administering  water  entitlements 
but  also  operations  in  the  lower  basin.  The  funding  request  will  also  permit 
Reclamation  to  continue  its  endangered  fish  preservation  and  recovery  efforts, 
along  with  ongoing  wetland  and  riparian  habitat  restoration  programs  for  the 
benefit  of  listed  and  candidate  species.  Failure  to  deal  with  endangered  fish 
preservation  and  other  endangered  species  could  result  in  mandatory  recovery 
programs . 

Also,  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  Reclamation  is  a  principal  operator  of 
Federal  water  projects.  We  are  designated  as  a  cooperative  participant  in 
recovery  measures  to  minimize  the  potential  effects  of  Reclamation  actions  upon 
listed  or  candidate  species,  and  to  reduce  the  potential  for  more  stringent 
requirements  required  of  Reclamation  projects  as  a  result  of  formal  consultation. 

NATIONAL  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  FOUNDATION 

Mr.  Myers.  For  FY  1996  you  propose  a  new  program  of  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement  with  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation.  What  is  your 
authority  to  provide  funds  to  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation? 

Mr.  Beard.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  authority  under  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Coordination  Act  to  expend  funds  on  fish  and  wildlife  activities.  This 
program  will  enable  us  to  leverage  Federal  dollars  to  achieve  the  goals  stated 
in  the  Act. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  state  that  no  Federal  funds  will  be  expended  without  firm 
cost  sharing  commitments  from  non- Federal  parties.  Does  that  mean  that  you  will 
not  transfer  the  funds  to  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  until  cost 
sharing  commitments  are  received? 

Mr.  Beard.  We  intend  to  execute  a  promise  to  the  Foundation  to  match,  on 
a  "dollar  for  dollar"  basis,  money  raised  by  the  Foundation  from  non-Federal 
sources,  subject,  of  course,  to  any  limit  in  the  amount  appropriated  therefor. 
This  promise  should  enable  the  Foundation  to  approach  potential  contributors  for 
donations,  knowing  the  donations  will  be  matched  by  Reclamation.  This  is  the  way 
'matches'  are  provided  by  the  large  contributors  in  a  fundraising  campaign  in  the 
private  sector.  Once  the  Foundation  certifies  to  us  they  have  sufficient  non- 
Federal  donations  to  fund  the  requisite  portion  of  a  mutually-agreed  to  project, 
then  Reclamation  will  provide  the  federal  funds  to  the  Foundation  through  a  grant 
or  cooperative  agreement,  as  appropriate,  and  as  agreed  to  by  the  Foundation  and 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

Mr.  Myers.  What  is  the  total  estimated  cost  of  this  program  and  how  long 
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will  it  last? 

Mr.  Beard.  This  is  a  new  Initiative,  and  at  this  time  we  have  no 
expiration  set.  As  with  any  new  effort,  we  will  discuss  the  efficacy  of  the 
program  to  determine  whether  or  not  to  continue  funding.  The  first  year 
commitment  requested  is  $3,255,000.  Because  of  the  need  to  review  the  program 
once  it  is  underway,  no  total  estimated  cost  is  available. 

Mr.  Myers.  Why  is  the  proposed  bill  language  regarding  this  program 
needed? 

Mr.  Beard.  The  language  to  leverage  the  funds  requested  ensures  that  all 
Federal  funds  will  be  matched,  at  a  minimum,  on  a  one  for  one  dollar  basis. 

WATER  CONSERVATION  CHALLENGE  PARTNERSHIPS  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Myers.   What  is  your  authority  to  undertake  the  Water  Conservation 
Challenge  Partnerships  program? 

Mr.  Babbitt.   Reclamation's  authority  to  undertake  the  Water 
Conservation  Challenge  Partnerships  program  is  the  Reclamation  Act  of  1902, 
June  17,  1902,  as  amended  and  supplemented;  Public  Law  98-242,  the  Water 
Resources  Research  Act  of  1984. 

Mr.  Myers.   Will  the  program  be  managed  as  a  grant  program? 

Mr.  Beard.   Yes,  this  program  will  be  managed  as  a  grant  requiring 
matching  funds . 

INITIATE  SAFETY  OF  DAMS  CORRECTIVE  ACTION 

Mr.  Myers.   The  budget  request  for  the  Initiate  Safety  of  Dams 
Corrective  Action  program  is  almost  four  times  greater  than  the  FY  1995 
allotment,  which  is  about  $8,000,000  less  than  the  FY  1995  conference  amount. 
Please  justify  this  large  increase. 

Mr.  Beard.   For  FY  1995,  Reclamation  requested  $18,136,000  for  ISCA, 
which  was  the  amount  approved  by  Conference  action.   After  FY  1995  was 
underway,  separate  line  items  were  established  for  the  new  starts  for  safety 
of  dams  modifications  at  Ochoco  Dam  in  Oregon  and  Bumping  Lake  Dam  in 
Washington.   From  the  Initiate  Safety  of  Dams  Corrective  Action  conference 
allotment;  $3,625,000  were  used  to  establish  the  Ochoco  Dam  line  item  and 
$2,621,000  were  used  to  establish  the  Bumping  Lake  Dam  line  item.   These  now 
show  up  as  separate  lines  in  the  FY  1996  Budget  Justifications  and  were  not 
previously  shown  In  FY  1995.   The  initial  allotment  was  further  reduced  by 
$2,100,000  in  under financing,  making  the  total  reduction  from  the  initial 
allotment  $8,346,000.   Therefore,  the  FY  1996  budget  request  of  $38,175,000  is 
actually  about  two  times  the  FY  1995  conference  amount. 

The  FY  1996  request  will  fund  various  activities  on  up  to  33  dams  as 
listed  in  the  Budget  Justifications.   However,  the  primary  reason  for  the 
increase  is  to  start -major  modifications  on  Twin  Buttes  Dam,  San  Angelo 
Project,  in  Texas.   The  total  project  cost  is  estimated  at  about  $60,000,000. 
Serious  deficiencies  exist  at  Twin  Buttes  Dam  that  place  approximately  40,000 
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people  In  and  around  San  Angelo,  Texas  at  risk.   Reclamation  considers  public 
safety  related  to  our  facilities  a  high  priority  and  makes  every  attempt  to 
responslvely  correct  deficiencies  in  an  efficient  and  effective  manner. 
Interim  risk  reduction  measures,  such  as  reservoir  restrictions,  %rtilch  often 
cause  a  loss  of  project  benefits,  are  utilized  until  permanent  corrective 
actions  can  be  Implemented. 

LOAN  FROGBAM 

Mr.  Myers.  Is  reclamation  committed  to  completing  the  projects  under 
the  Loan  program  for  which  funds  have  been  requested  in  FY  1996? 

Mr.  Beard.    Yes,  funding  of  the  projects  in  FY  1996  reflects  my 
commitment  to  complete  those  projects  that  had  completed  or  essentially 
completed  the  loan  application  process  at  the  applicants  expense  in  compliance 
with  Reclamations  existing  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act  policy  guidelines. 

Mr.  Myers.   Are  there  additional  projects  which  have  been  approved  by 
the  Secretary  under  the  existing  program  that  Reclamation  is  committed  to 
completing  pending  the  availability  of  funds? 

Mr.  Beard.  The  sponsors  of  three  additional  projects  have  been  told 
that  their  Loan  Application  Reports  will  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary  upon 
completion. 

Mr.  Myers.    Please  describe  the  new  loan  program  which  you  propose  to 
implement . 

Mr.  Beard.    The  new  format  for  the  Small  Loan  Program  is  under  the 
final  stages  of  review  within  the  Administration.   Our  general  thrust  was  to 
encourage  Inclusion  of  features  which  would  provide  public  benefits  such  as 
fish  and  wildlife  protection,  water  conservation,  and  public  benefits. 

Mr.  Myers.    Will  this  new  program  require  authorization? 

Mr.  Beard.  We  do  not  know  at  this  point  whether  the  new  program  would 
require  us  to  seek  new  authorization. 

Mr.  Myers.  How  will  the  funds  requested  in  FY  1996  for  the  new  program 
be  utilized? 

Mr.  Beard.  Funds  for  the  new  format  will  be  used  to  fund  grants  of  up 
to  $1.5  million  per  project  for  water,  energy,  and  environmental  conservation 
projects. 

GENERAL  ADMINISTRATIVE  EXPENSES 

Mr.  Myers.  We  are  pleased  to  see  that  your  management  restructuring  has 
resulted  in  a  budget  request  for  General  Administrative  Expenses  that  is  below 
the  current  year  level.   Can  we  expect  further  reductions  in  the  future? 

Mr.  Beard.   1  will  continue  to  look  for  ways  to  reduce  the  funding 
requirements  for  all  my  programs,  which  of  course  Includes  the  General 
Administrative  Expenses.   When  all  the  changes  are.  final  and  the  full  Impact 
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Is  realized,  a  further  reduction  on  the  requested  GAE  funding  should  be 
possible. 

Mr.  Myers.   For  fiscal  year  1996,  you  have  proposed  that  all  funds 
appropriated  under  the  General  Administrative  Expenses  account  remain 
available  until  expended.   Would  you  please  explain  the  reason  for  that 
proposal? 

Mr.  Beard.   When  a  program  Is  funded  by  an  annual  appropriation,  It 
forces  management  decisions  for  short  term  results,  rather  than  allowing  the 
manager  to  make  decisions  which  will  produce  the  greatest  long  term  savings. 
A  manager  may  be  required  to  purchase  equipment  which  is  readily  available  but 
only  partially  fulfills  the  mission  requirements. 

Since  many  requirements  are  levied  well  into  the  fiscal  year ,  managers 
cannot  plan  an  orderly  process  of  accomplishment.   Instead,  plans  have  to  be 
made  and  actions  initiated  to  ensure  resources  are  committed  and  expended 
prior  to  fiscal  year  end.   If  managers  were  free  to  utilize  funds  in  the 
following  fiscal  year,  they  could  be  augmented  by  new  resources,  when 
necessary  and  expended  to  derive  maximum  productivity.   With  multi-year 
funding,  the  manager  would  no  longer  be  required  to  plan  and  take  action 
simply  to  avoid  losing  funds,  but  could  plan  and  obtain  resources  which  would 
fulfill  the  optimum  needs. 

OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE 

Mr.  Myers.   Your  FY  1996  program  includes  $378,500  for  the  procurement 
of  energy  efficient  goods  and  services.   Can  you  tell  what  will  be  procured 
with  these  funds. 

Mr.  Beard.   Executive  Order  12902  and  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  1992 
requires  the  Federal  Government  to  reduce  its  energy  usage  30  percent  by  the 
year  2005.    Reclamation  Intends  to  reduce  energy  and  water  usage  by 
purchasing  the  following  types  of  items/services:   Energy  efficient  lighting, 
reflectors,  motion  sensors,  electronic  ballasts,  energy  control  systems, 
energy  efficient  motors  and  pumps,  low  water  usage  plumbing  fixtures,  energy 
efficient  windows  and  doors,  energy  efficient  heating  and  cooling  systems, 
energy  audits,  building  retrofits,  hot  water  solar  systems,  and  similar 
products . 

Mr.  Myers.   The  FY  1996  budget  also  includes  $249,000  for  alternative 
fuel  vehicles.   How  many  vehicles  will  be  procured  and  what  types  of 
alternative  fuels  will  be  utilized? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  Energy  Policy  Act  also  requires  that  the  Federal 
Government  introduce  an  increasing  percentage  of  alternative  fuel  vehicles 
each  year  starting  In  1996.   In  FY  1995  Reclamation  set  as  a  goal  that  25 
percent  of  all  new  motor  vehicles  be  fueled  by  one  of  the  alternative  fuels 
listed  below.   We  attempted  to  purchase  some  alternative  fuel  vehicles  In  FY 
1995  but  GSA  could  not  provide  the  vehicles  in  the  configuration  needed  by 
field  personnel.   At  this  time  we  do  not  know  what  types  and  numbers  of 
alternative  fuel  vehicles  will  be  available  In  FY  1996.   If  new  vehicles  are 
not  available  we  Intend  to  convert  existing  gasoline  vehicles  to  alternative 
fuels  assuming  conversion  contracts  are  in  place  and  fuels  are  readily 
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available.   Some  fuel  types  are  only  available  In  the  eastern  United  States 
and  najor  Betropolltan  cities  so  they  may  not  be  available  to  many  of  our 
Reclamation  offices.   The  following  fuels  are  considered  alternative 
replacement  fuels:   Hydrogen;  Compressed  Natural  Gas;  Liquefied  Natural  Gas; 
Liquefied  Petroleum  Gas;  85  percent  Methanol;  85  percent  Ethanol;  Biodiesel; 
and  Electricity. 

ADVANCES  FROM  OTHER  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

Mr.  Myers.   In  FY  1996,  $26,193,000  will  be  advanced  by  other  Federal 
agencies,  including  $19,635,000  from  the  Bonneville  Power  Administration. 
VJhat  other  agencies  will  provide  advances  of  funds,  and  how  much  will  each 
provide? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  Corps  of  Engineers  will  incur  an  estimated  $130,000  of 
operation  and  maintenance  cost  attributed  to  irrigation.   These  costs  will  be 
collected  from  the  irrigation  districts  and  sent  to  the  Treasury.   The  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs  will  provide  $4,950,000  for  the  Southern  Arizona  Indian 
Water  Rights  Settlements  and  $607,000  for  the  Yakima  Project,  and  Bonneville 
Power  Administration  will  contribute  $585,000  for  the  Umatilla  Project  and 
$286,000  for  the  Yakima  Project. 

BOISE  AREA  PROJECTS 
BLACK  CANTON  RESERVOIR  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

Mr.  Myers.   With  regard  to  the  Boise  Area  projects,  why  is  there  a  need 
for  a  resource  management  plan  at  the  Black  Canyon  Reservoir? 

Mr.  Beard.   A  comprehensive  management  plan  is  needed  at  Black  Canyon 
Reservoir  to  resolve  issues  such  as  safety  and  health,  sanitation,  law 
enforcement,  user  fees,  boating  safety,  water  carrying  capacity,  special  uses, 
concessions,  resource  protection  and  non-Federal  partners.   Black  Canyon 
Reservoir  recreation  facilities,  water  surface,  lands,  and  the  wildlife 
management  area  at  Montour,  are  receiving  maximum  use.   The  plan  will  develop 
goals,  objectives,  and  solutions  to  competing  uses,  management,  and  natural 
resources  issues  to  protect  the  Federal  investment.   Utilizing  the  resource 
management  planning  process,  including  NEPA  compliance,  will  enable  us  to 
develop  a  data  base,  formulate  alternatives  and  resolve  problems  and  issues 
associated  with  management  of  Black  Canyon  Reservoir. 

CACHUMA  PROJECT 

Mr.  Myers.   Please  provide  us  with  more  information  regarding  the 
activities  being  performed  at  the  Cachuma,  California,  project  associated  with 
the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

Mr.  Beard.   All  activities  associated  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act  on 
the  Cachuma  Project,  California,  planned  or  currently  underway  by  Reclamation, 
are  consultations  under  Section  7  of  the  Act.   To  date,  we  have  formally 
consulted  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  releases  from  Bradbury  Dam 
under  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board  Decision  89-18  and  for  interim 
safety  of  dams  modification  work  scheduled  to  begin  in  March  1995.   We  have 
informally  consulted  with  the  Service  on  Reclamation's  participation  in  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  regarding  fishery  issues  in  the  Santa  Ynez  River. 


857 


TRINITY  RIVER  RESTORATION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Myers.  Please  describe  the  work  that  is  performed  under  the  Trinity 
River  Restoration  Program  as  part  of  the  Trinity  River  Division  of  the  Central 
Valley  Project. 

Mr.  Beard.  The  monitoring  work  on  the  Trinity  River  is  conducted  by  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Hoopa  Valley  Tribe  and  the  California 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game.   Both  adult  and  Juvenile  outmigrant  fish  are 
counted  to  assess  the  status  of  both  native  and  hatchery  fish.   This  basic 
data  is  used  to  assess  the  effectiveness  of  the  Trinity  River  Restoration 
Program  and  it  also  contributes  to  management  decisions  within  the  entire 
Klamath  River  Basin  ecosystem.   This  data  is  Included  in  a  data  system  which 
provides  a  basic  measure  used  to  make  informed  decisions  on  allowable 
harvests. 

Mr.  Myers.  Is  this  work  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  authorization  for 
the  Trinity  River  Restoration  program  expires  in  October  of  this  year? 

Mr.  Beard.   Without  the  authority  or  funding  to  continue  this  monitoring 
program  there  will  be  no  way  to  assess  its  effectiveness.   In  addition, 
harvest  managers  and  decisionmakers  will  not  have  the  basic  data  they  need  to 
determine  acceptable  commercial,  sport  and  Native  American  harvest  levels. 
Without  knowing  the  Trinity  River  contribution  to  Klamath  River  stocks,  it 
will  be  impossible  to  estimate  how  may  fish  are  likely  to  survive  and  harvests 
will  be  further  adversely  curtailed  affecting  the  economies  of  communities 
within  the  Klamath  River  Basin  and  along  300  miles  of  coastline. 

KLAMATH  BASIN  ECOSYSTEM  RESTORATION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Myers.   Please  describe  the  Klamath  Basin  Ecosystem  Restoration 
Program  and  explain  why  it  is  being  undertaken. 

Mr.  Beard.  The  Klamath  Basin  Ecosystem  Restoration  Program  was 
established  in  1993  as  a  proactive  conservation  program  of  cooperation  among 
Federal,  state,  and  private  agencies  that  serve  the  Klamath  Basin.   The  focus 
of  the  Program  is  the  management  of  all  the  Klamath  Basin's  resources  to 
assure  a  healthy  ecosystem  as  a  whole,  not  just  a  limited  focus  on  several 
Federally  listed  endangered  species.   The  Klamath  Basin  Ecosystem  Restoration 
Program  provides  coordination  and  long-range  planning,  as  well  as 
administration  of  on-the-ground  restoration  projects. 

RECREATION  AREAS 

Mr.  Myers.  How  many  recreation  areas  does  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
operate? 

Mr.  Beard.  There  are  approximately  300  recreation  areas  at  Reclamation 
projects  in  the  17  Western  States.  Of  that  number,  Reclamation  directly 
operates  approximately  35.  The  remainder  are  operated  by  other  Federal 
agencies  and  some  70  non-Federal  entitles. 
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Mr.  Myers.   How  much  is  Included  in  the  FY  1996  budget  request  for 
operation  and  maintenance  of  recreation  areas? 

Mr.  Beard.   Almost  $6.5  million  is  included  in  the  FY  1996  budget 
request  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  recreation  areas. 

SAN  LDIS  VALLEY  PROJECT,  CONEJOS  DIVISION 

Mr.  Myers.   Have  you  investigated  the  possibility  of  transferring  title 
of  the  San  Luis  Valley  Project,  Conejos  Division,  to  local  interests? 

Mr.  Beard.   Yes,  this  possibility  was  investigated  during  consideration 
by  the  Congress  of  legislation  that  authorized  the  acceptance  of  a  one-time 
payment  of  $450,000  in  lieu  of  certain  repayment  obligations  in  the  Repayment 
Contract  between  the  United  States  and  the  Conejos  Water  Conservation  District 
and  transfer  of  operation  and  maintenance  responsibility  of  Platoro  Reservoir 
to  the  Conejos  Water  Conservation  District.   The  legislation,  Title  XXIII  of 
Public  Law  102-575,  the  Reclamation  Projects  Authorization  and  Adjustment  Act 
of  1992,  did  not  authorize  title  transfer,  but  Reclamation  is  certainly 
willing  to  consider  this  possibility. 

YAKIMA  PROJECT 

Mr.  Myers.   The  request  for  the  Yakima  Project  includes  $130,000  for  the 
replacement  of  vehicles.   Please  provide  a  list  of  the  vehicles  to  be 
acquired. 

Mr.  Beard.  The  vehicles  to  be  purchased  are  2  small  pickups,  2  standard 
pickups,  1  four -wheel -drive  pickup,  and  a  1-ton  flatbed  truck. 

Mr.  Myers.   Why  are  new  vehicles  needed? 

Mr.  Beard.   Reliable  vehicles  are  absolutely  critical  to  both  immediate 
and  near- term  operation  of  the  project.  The  vehicles  being  replaced  have  high 
to  excessive  mileage  and  are  beginning  to  incur  major  repair  expenses.   The 
vehicle  fleet  of  the  Yakima  Project  travels  over  750,000  miles  per  year  over 
an  area  approaching  300  miles  in  length.   All  of  the  reservoirs,  streamgaging 
stations,  diversion  dams,  fish  screens  and  ladders,  and  other  facilities  are 
off  road,  many  in  mountainous  terrain.   Driving  conditions  vary  from  hot 
desert  summer  heat  to  snow  and  icy  winter  conditions . 

DEPARTMENTAL  IRRIGATION  DRAINAGE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Myers.   Where  will  work  be  accomplished  in  FY  1996  under  the 
Departmental  Irrigation  Drainage  Program? 

Mr.  Beard.   In  FY  1996,  planning  activities  will  continue  for  Middle 
Green  River,  Utah;  Stillwater,  Nevada;  and  Gunnison- Grand  Valley,  Colorado. 
Two  other  studies.  Sun  River,  Montana,  and  San  Juan,  New  Mexico,  may  begin 
planning  activities  in  FY  1996;  however,  the  decision  to  begin  this  work  will 
depend  on  the  results  of  the  ongoing  detailed  studies. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  PROGRAM  ADMINISTRATION 

Mr.  Myers.   The  anount  requested  for  Environmental  Prograa 
Adalnlstratlon  includes  funds  for  protective  barriers,  Interpretive  signs, 
pedestrian  trails,  and  restoration  of  damaged  cultural  resources  sites.   Why 
aren't  those  activities  and  other  activities  funded  through  the  projects  where 
the  work  will  take  place? 

Mr.  Beard.   In  many  cases,  environmental  or  cultural  resources  exist  on 
Reclamation  withdrawn  lands  not  associated  with  a  specific  project. 
Reclamation  remains  responsible  for  the  protection  of  these  valuable  resources 
and  must  guard  against  further  damage  and  vandalism.   Often  this  Involves 
fencing,  rudimentary  trails,  and  interpretive  signs  explaining  the  value  of 
the  resource.   One  example  is  the  protection  of  petroglyphs  found  in  the  lower 
Colorado  River  area. 

EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  Myers.   The  request  for  the  Examination  of  Existing  Structures 
program  includes  an  increase  for  a  new  emphasis  in  emergency  management 
activities.   Why  is  there  a  need  for  a  new  emphasis  in  emergency  management 
activities? 

Mr.  Beard.   A  recent  Reclamationwide  survey  shows  that  less  than 
10  percent  of  cities  and  counties  downstream  from  Reclamation  facilities  have 
Emergency  Operations  Plans  for  warning  and  evacuation  of  populations 
potentially  affected  by  high-water  operational  releases  or  dam  failure  from 
our  facilities.   Adequate  local  plans  and  capabilities  to  warn  and  evacuate 
people  is  crucial  to  minimizing  the  risk  to  the  downstream  public  should  a  dam 
incident  occur. 

Mr.  Myers.  How  will  the  funds  requested  for  emergency  management 
activities  be  utilized? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  funds  will  be  used  to  provide  technical  assistance  and 
information  to  local  Jurisdictions  to  assist  them  in  developing  these  plans, 
integrate  their  plans  with  Emergency  Action  Plans  for  Reclamation  facilities, 
and  to  design  and  conduct  Joint  emergency  exercises. 

LAND  RESOURCES  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Myers.  Why  aren't  the  activities  accomplished  with  funds  requested 
for  the  Land  Resources  Management  program  funded  under  the  projects  where  the 
work  takes  place? 

Mr.  Beard.   This  program  is  used  to  fund  oversight  and  support  services 
for  developing  resource  management  plans  and  to  facilitate  the  proper 
management  of  Reclamation  lands  by  other  agencies  and  interests.   The  program 
finances  operation  and  maintenance  related  activities  on  lands  managed  by 
Reclamation  for  which  there  is  no  other  source  of  funds.   The  Inventory  of 
archeological  collections  and  program  administration  is  also  included  in  this 
program. 
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Mr.  Myers.   Of  the  funds  requested  for  the  Land  Resources  Management 
prograa,  how  much  is  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Native  American 
Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act? 

Mr.  Beard.   In  FY  1996,  $658,000  Is  needed  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
the  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act.   These  funds  will 
be  used  to  compile  the  Inventory  of  Native  American  human  remains  and 
associated  funerary  objects  and  distribute  the  report  Co  all  Indian  tribes 
that  may  be  culturally  affiliated  with  the  remains,  begin  consultations  with 
the  culturally  affiliated  tribes  to  determine  final  disposition,  and  begin  to 
repatriate  all  remains  that  can  be  linked  to  specific  tribes. 

ASSOCIATED  O&M  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  Myers.   There  are  a  number  of  associated  O&M  programs  in  which  you 
indicate  that  there  are  ongoing  efforts  to  recover  costs  from  project 
beneficiaries.   Would  you  please  describe  those  efforts? 

Mr.  Beard.   Administrative  and  nonproject  specific  related  activities 
are  charged  to  the  associated  programs.   All  project-specific  activities  are 
charged  directly  to  a  project  as  allowed  by  contract  and  are  paid  partially  or 
wholly  by  the  project  beneficiaries.   Reclamation  continues  to  examine  ways  of 
reducing  the  nonreimbursable  amounts  within  the  associated  programs.   Efforts 
are  actively  being  pursued  to  obtain  cost  share  partners  on  nonproject 
specific  related  activities.   Most  partners  provide  in-kind  service  which 
effectively  reduces  the  total  required  funding.   Portions  of  the  cost  for  the 
Review  of  Operation  and  Maintenance  Program  are  being  charged  back  to  the 
water  users  wherever  the  repayment  contract  language  allows. 

AMERICORPS  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Myers.   You  indicate  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  participating 
in  the  AmerlCorps  program.   Would  you  please  provide  us  with  some  details  of 
your  Involvement  with  that  program? 

Mr.  Beard.   Reclamation  is  participating  in  an  AmerlCorps  program  called 
the  Southern  California  Urban  Water  Conservation  Project.   The  other  partners 
are  the  Metropolitan  Water  District  of  Southern  California,  The  Executive 
Partnership  for  Environmental  Resources  Training,  and  several  community-based 
organizations.   There  are  40  AmerlCorps  members  who  are  learning  and 
implementing  water  conservation  programs  to  reduce  residential  water 
consumption,  save  energy,  and  reduce  wastewater  discharges.   This  project  is 
providing  members  with  an  understanding  of  water  and  environmental  resource 
use,  computer  operations,  management,  plumbing,  and  recycling  projects. 
Members  were  recruited  from  the  local  communities  and  represent  a  diversity  of 
ethnic  backgrounds.   Americorps  is  granting  approximately  $300,000  which  is 
being  added  to  approximately  $350,000  from  Reclamation  and  about  $750,000  from 
the  Metropolitan  Water  District. 

WATER  MANAGEMENT  AND  CONSERVATION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Myers.   Your  request  for  the  Water  Management  and  Conservation 
Program  represents  a  significant  increase  over  the  FY  1995  program.   Would  you 
please  provide  a  breakdown  by  activity  of  how  the  funds  requested  under  this 
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program  vlll  ba  used  indicating  which  activities  have  Increases  over  the  FY 
1995  level? 

Hr.  Beard.   The  Water  Management  and  Conservation  Program  Includes 
operation  of  the  Water  Conservation  and  Advisory  Centers,  management  of  the 
urban  water  conservation  program,  the  Agrlmet  Network,  management  of  the 
Colorado  River  System,  and  resolving  instances  of  unauthorized  use  of  water. 
The  Increases  over  the  FY  1995  level  are  for  Increased  Water  Conservation  and 
Advisory  Center  activities  and  to  offer  cooperative  agreements  and 
demonstration  grants  for  implementation  and  evaluation  of  water  conservation 
measures.   In  addition,  emphasis  is  being  placed  on  the  Colorado  River 
operations,  accounting,  reporting,  and  contract  administration  requirements. 

Mr.  Myers.  You  state  that  you  will  be  establishing  an  additional  water 
conservation  center.   What  function  do  water  conservation  centers  serve? 

Mr.  Beard.  In  order  to  promote  water  conservation.  Reclamation,  in 
conjunction  with  water  users  and  State  and  local  Interests,  has  established 
Water  Conservation  and  Advisory  Centers.  These  Centers  provide  practical 
advice  and  technical  assistance  to  those  desiring  to  plan  and  implement  a 
water  conservation  program.  The  Centers  are  Involved  in  four  general  areas: 
education,  information,  technical  assistance,  and  research  and  technology 
transfer. 

Mr.  Myers.   Where  will  the  new  center  be  located  and  how  many  currently 
exist? 

Mr.  Beard.   New  irrigation  training  and  research  activities  within  the 
existing  center  will  begin  in  Sacramento  in  FY  1996.   There  are  currently  five 
Water  Conservation  and  Advisory  Centers,  one  in  each  of  the  regional  offices. 

BOULDER  CANYON  PROJECT 

Mr.  Myers.   You  have  proposed  that  bill  language  for  the  Boulder  Canyon 
project  be  deleted  from  the  FY  1996  bill.   What  was  the  purpose  of  that 
language  and  why  is  it  no  longer  required? 

Mr.  Beard.   This  language  was  added  to  the  appropriation  act  in  1987 
after  severe  flooding  in  the  Lower  Colorado  Basin  required  emergency  funding 
for  spillway  tunnel  repairs  at  Hoover  Dam. 

The  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Implementation  Agreement  recently  signed  by 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Western  Area  Power  Administration,  and  all  Hoover 
power  customers  makes  the  readvance  provisions  Included  in  the  O&M 
appropriations  language  unnecessary.   The  Implementation  Agreement  provides 
that  the  customers  will  fund  all  replacements  and  repairs. 

UNAOTHORIZED  DSE  OF  WATER 

Mr.  Myers.   You  indicate  that  in  FY  1996  you  will  initiate  activities  to 
resolve  instances  of  unauthorized  water  use  known  as  water  spreading.   Would 
you  please  provide  us  with  some  background  on  that  issue,  explain  why  it  is  so 
Important,  and  tell  us  what  you  are  doing  and  plan  to  do  to  resolve  the 
problem? 
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Mr.  Beard.   The  unauthorized  use  of  irrigation  water  from  Reclamation 
projects  includes  delivery  to  unclassified  land,  non-irrigable  land,  land 
outside  authorized  boundaries  or  service  areas,  land  outside  contract 
authorization,  land  without  water  rights,  land  in  excess  of  acreage 
limitations,  and/or  land  which  has  become  urbanized  or  subdivided  and  no 
longer  qualifies  for  interest-free  water  charges. 

In  addition  to  rectifying  the  inherent  unfairness  to  authorized  water 
users,  including  tribes,  it  is  important  to  resolve  this  issue  because 
unauthorized  use  is  in  violation  of  the  law,  Reclamation  contract  provisions. 
Federal  statutes,  and/or  State  water  law  where  a  water  right  has  not  been 
obtained  for  use  on  a  specific  tract  of  land. 

Several  teams  of  Reclamation  staff  have  been  established  to  address  the 
unauthorized  use  of  water  and  to  develop  an  agency  implementation  plan. 
Reclamationwide  procedures  to  resolve  instances  of  unauthorized  use  of  water 
are  being  developed.  Consultation  with  knowledgeable  individuals, 
organizations,  the  States,  and  the  Congress  will  be  conducted  prior  to 
implementation  of  any  plan.   Contingent  on  the  outcome  of  the  consultation 
process,  we  would  expect  to  work  through  a  regulatory  and  public  involvement 
process  pursuant  to  Reclamation  law. 

CONTROL  OF  ZEBRA  MUSSELS 

Mr.  Myers.   Mr.  Commissioner,  are  there  any  funds  in  your  FY  1996  budget 
request  related  to  control  of  zebra  mussels? 

Mr.  Beard.   Yes,  our  FY  1996  budget  request  contains  $45,000  for  control 
of  zebra  mussels. 

CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT  RESTORATION  FUND 

Mr.  Myers.   Please  provide  for  the  record  the  current  estimate  of 
payments  into  the  Restoration  Fund  in  FY  1995  from  each  of  the  revenue  sources 
and  the  estimates  that  you  used  in  preparing  the  FY  1996  budget  request. 

Mr.  Beard.   The  current  estimate  of  payments  into  the  Restoration  Fund 
in  FY   1995  and  the  estimates  used  In  preparing  the  FY  1996  budget  request  are 
provided  for  the  record. 
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[Information  for  the  record:] 

Fiscal  Year       Fiscal  Year 
1995  1996 

Friant  Division  Surcharges  [3406(c)(1)]    $5,890,800       $5,890,800 

Water  Transfers  [3406(a)(1)(B)]  $      -O-         $150,000 

Restoration  Payments  [3407(d)]: 

Irrigation  Water  $19,711,549  $20,332,386 

Municipal  &  Industrial  Water  $4,778,927  $4,933  329 

Power  $14.894.524  $12 .272! 615 

Subtotal  $39,385,000  $37,538,330 

''■OTALS  $45.275 .800       $43.579.130 

Mr.  Myers.   Please  provide  for  the  record  a  table  showing  how  the  funds 
appropriated  in  FY  1995  from  the  Restoration  Fund  are  being  utilized. 

Mr.  Beard.   I  will  be  happy  to  provide  that  information  for  the  record. 

[information  for  the  record:] 


90-067  0—95 
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CENTRAL  VALLEY  PROJECT  RESTORATION  FUND 
UTILIZATION  OF  APPROPRIATED  FY  1995  FUNDS 
($'s  in  thousands) 

FY  1995 
Project  or  Study  Enacted 

GENERAL  INVESTIGATIONS 
San  Joaquin  River  Basin  Res  Mgmt  Initiative  1.000 

Subtotal  -  Haliitat  Restoration  1 .000 

CONSTRUCTION 

Miscellaneous  Project  Programs 

Refuge  Water  Supply  3.310 

Anadromous  Fish  Program  2,295 

Water  Conservation  Projects  1 .000 

Water  Augmentation  Program  900 

Ecosystem/Water  Conservation  Study  1 .200 

Refuge  Wheeling  Costs  1.200 

Dedicated  Project  Yield  275 

EvErfuate  Project  Operations  230 

Sacramento  River  Division 

CVPIA  Supporting  Investigations  l  .000 

San  Joaquin  Division 

San  Joaquin  Basin  Action  Plan  5,437 

Water  Acquisition  |.5i^ 

Laxl  Retirement  ^>^'^ 

Subtotal  -  Habitat  Restoration  29,335 

CONSTRUCTION 
Shasta  Division 

Shasta  Temperature  Control  Device  7,751 

Coleman  National  Fish  Hatchery  2,735 

Miscellaneous  Project  Programs 

Flood  Agricultural  Lancte  for  Waterfowl/ 

Yield  Enhancement  1.000 

Central  Valley  Assessment/ 

Monitoring  Program  2,035 

Sacramento  River  Division 

Fish  Passage  Program  ^ 

Pilot  Research  Pump  Evaluation  *^ 

Subtotal  -  Other  F&W  14,941 

TOTAL -RESTORATION  FUND  45.276 
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Mr.  Myers.   You  have  proposed  changes  In  the  appropriations  language  for 
the  Restoration  Fund.  What  are  the  reasons  for  the  proposed  changes? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  proposed  changes  adopts  the  language  In  Section  3407(d) 
of  Public  Law  102-575,  which  restricts  the  additional  restoration  and 
mitigation  payments  to  the  $30,000,000  amount,  based  on  October  1992  prices, 
on  a  three  year  rolling  average  basis.   Therefore,  If  the  levy  In  a  particular 
year  Is  less  than  or  exceeds  the  $30,000,000  level,  subsequent  levies  should 
vary  In  an  amount  sufficient  to  maintain  the  three  year  rolling  average.  The 
language  does  not  change  the  amount  that  would  be  levied,  when  compared  with 
the  approach  used  In  the  FY  1995  Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriation. 
It  does,  however,  eliminate  the  need  to  change  the  amount  In  the  bill  each 
year.   In  addition,  the  words  "assessed  and"  are  unnecessary  because  only  the 
amount  collected  can  be  appropriated. 
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QOESTIONS  SUBMITTED  BY  THE  HONORABLE  PRANK  RIOOS 

TRINITY  RIVER  RESTORATION 

Mr.  RiggB.   When  will  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  oubmit  to  Congreaa  a 
proposal  to  reauthorize  the  Trinity  River  Restoration  legislation? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  Administration  currently  is  reviewing  proposed 
reauthorization  language  for  the  Central  Valley  Project,  Trinity  River 
Restoration  Program.   We  hope  to  forward  the  proposal  to  Congress  in  March, 
once  this  review  has  been  completed. 

TRINITY  RIVER  RESTORATION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Riggs.   I  have  been  informed  that  administrative  costs  for  some 
aspects  of  the  Trinity  River  Restoration  project  have  exceeded  50  percent. 
Does  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  have  any  information  to  this  effect?  Please 
submit  information  for  the  hearing  Record? 

Mr.  Beard.   The  administrative  costs  of  the  individual  agencies  involved 
in  the  Trinity  River  Restoration  Program  vary.   Only  the  Hoopa  Valley  Tribe's 
administrative  coats  are  consistently  above  50  percent.   The  Tribe  is  small 
and  self-governing,  which  contributes  to  the  large  administrative  costs. 

AUBURN-FOLSOM  SOUTH  UNIT 

Mr.  Riggs.   I  have  been  informed  that  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is 
studying  proposals  to  resume  work  on  the  Auburn  Dam.   What  is  the  status  of 
that  study? 

Mr  Beard.   As  directed  by  Congress,  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  initiated 
the  American  River  Water  Resources  Investigation  in  1992.   The  study  area 
includes  a  five-county  area  primarily  in  the  American  River  Basin  and  San 
Joaquin  County  which  lies  outside  of  the  basin.   The  purpose  of  the 
investigation  is  to  define  water  related  needs,  formulate  alternative  plans  to 
meet  those  needs  and  select  a  recommended  plan.   Needs  have  been  defined  and 
alternative  plans  are  being  formulated.   The  plans  will  be  screened  to  a  short 
list  for  evaluation  in  the  environmental  process.   As  part  of  the  plan 
formulation  process.  Auburn  Dam  is  being  considered  as  a  portion,  or 
component,  in  one  of  the  alternative  plans  being  developed.   Scoping  for  the 
preparation  of  an  environmental  document  is  scheduled  to  begin  in  April  1995. 
The  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  scheduled  for  release  in  November 
1995.   The  study  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  in  April  1996. 

NAPA  COUNTY  FMWD  CONTROL  AND  WATER  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 

Mr  Riggs.   I  have  received  correspondence  from  the  Napa  County  Flood 
control  and  Water  Conservation  District  complaining  that  delays  in  processing 
wnendmente  to  its  water  service  contract  No.  14-06-200-12 30A  with  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  have  been  unsatisfactory  and  had  an  adverse  impact  on  the 
District's  financial  reserve.   Attached  is  correspondence  from  Director  of 
Public  Works  William  E.  Bickel.   Please  address  for  the  record  the  concerns 
raised  by  Mr.  Bickel  on  behalf  of  the  District. 
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Mr.  Beard.   Reclamation  la  aware  of  the  burden  the  District  la  suffering 
and  regretfully  has  not  been  able  to  move  as  quickly  with  the  amendment  as  all 
parties  would  desire.   The  timing  of  the  request  unfortunately  coincided  with 
the  unprecedented  critical  need  for  negotiating  65  water  service  contracts  in 
the  Central  Valley  Project.   In  an  effort  to  ease  the  burden,  the  Area  Manager 
of  the  Reclamation's  North  Central  California  Area  Office  deferred  payment  for 
the  second  half  of  1994.   In  August  1994,  the  North  Central  California  Area 
Office  prepared  the  Baals  of  Negotiation  which  Is  being  reviewed  by 
appropriate  staff  In  Reclamation.   In  the  Interim,  the  North  Central 
California  Area  Office  In  consultation  with  the  Office  of  the  Solicitor,  Is 
reviewing  the  contract  to  find  a  mechanism  to  provide  relief  to  the  District. 

STOCKTON  EAST  WATER  DISTRICT  NEW  MEI.ONES  PROJECT 

Mr.  Rlggs.   Attached  are  documents  I  have  received  from  Representative 
Richard  Pombo  relating  to  the  Stockton  East  Water  District  New  Melones 
Project.   Please  respond  to  the  following  for  the  record.   What  efforts  is  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  taking  to  honor  the  Stockton  East  Water  District  and  the 
Central  San  Joaquin  Water  Conservation  District  contracts  for  water  deliveries 
from  the  New  Melones  Reservoir? 

Mr.  Beard.   Reclamation  has  indicated  to  Stockton  East  Water  District 
and  Central  San  Joaquin  Water  Conservation  District  that  when  New  Melones 
Reservoir  recovers  from  the  recent  drought,  a  better  opportunity  will  exist 
for  contract  water  deliveries.   The  1994  water  year  was  the  fourth  driest  year 
of  record  in  the  Central  Valley  Project  and  caused  an  increased  depletion  in 
reservoir  storage.   January  1995  storms  resulted  in  an  above  normal  water 
supply  outlook  and  improved  projected  reservoir  conditions.   As  part  of  the 
recent  Principles  for  Agreement  on  Bay-Delta  Standards  between  the  State  of 
California  and  the  Federal  Government,  Reclamation  agreed  to  support  base 
flows  in  the  San  Joaquin  River  near  Vernalis  as  well  as  water  quality 
standards  in  the  Bay-Delta.   This  commitment  will  require  added  releases  from 
New  Melones  Reservoir  during  1995.   Based  on  Reclamation's  analysis  of  the 
January  storms,  and  resulting  snowpack,  inflow  to  New  Melones  Reservoir  will 
not  be  sufficient  to  support  the  flow  requirements  in  the  San  Joaquin  River 
near  Vernalie  and  allow  for  contract  deliveries.   Stockton  East  Water  District 
has  been  informed  of  this  situation  and  advised  that  as  conditions  improve  the 
potential  for  water  deliveries  will  be  reassessed.   Actions  currently  underway 
to  minimize  the  withdrawal  of  water  from  New  Melones  Reservoir  to  meet  Bay- 
Delta  requirements  and  to  make  the  potential  for  contract  water  deliveries 
possible  Include  these:   Reclamation  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  are 
evaluating  the  potential  of  water  acquisition  within  the  San  Joaquin  River 
basin  under  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act;  Reclamation  staff  are 
meeting  with  non-Federal  project  operations  within  the  San  Joaquin  River  basin 
to  better  coordinate  overall  water  operations  in  an  effort  to  meet  flow 
requirements. 
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Mr.  Rlggs.  Sine*  you  have  not  mads  any  deliveries  in  the  past  two  years 
under  these  contracts,  what  changes  in  law  are  necessary  for  you  to  be  eible  to 
honor  them. 

Mr.  Beard.   We  do  not  believe  that  any  changes  in  Federal  law  are 
required  to  allow  delivery  of  water  to  Stockton  Bast  Water  District  or  Central 
San  Joaquin  Water  Conservation  District.   Unfortunately,  the  runoff  in  the 
Stanislaus  River  basin  and  New  Melones  Reservoir  storage  suffered  greatly  from 
the  extended  drought  in  California  and  has  not  recovered.   An  operations 
group,  consisting  of  Federal  and  State  resource  agencies,  agricultural  and 
urban  water  users,  and  environmental  interests  has  been  established  to  discuss 
the  operation  of  the  Federal  Central  Valley  Project  and  California  State  Water 
Project.   This  group  will  look  at  better  ways  to  coordinate  the  needs  of  the 
Federal  Endangered  Species  Act,  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act, 
and  newly  proposed  State  water  quality  standards  for  the  Bay-Delta  estuary  to 
minimize  water  supply  impacts.   The  group  recognizes  the  situation  in  the 
Stanislaus  and  San  Joaquin  River  Basins  and  will  be  seeking  solutions. 

Mr.  Riggs.   Is  it  within  your  discretion  to  purchase  water  to  make 
contractual  deliveries  such  as  Stockton  East's? 

Mr.  Beard.   Reclamation  is  not  authorized  to  make  water  purchases  for 
the  purpose  of  meeting  contract  deliveries  such  as  to  Stockton  East  Water 
District.   However,  under  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  the 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  acquire  water  from  willing  sellers  to  meet  the 
purposes  of  the  Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act.   Currently  Reclamation 
and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  are  evaluating  the  acquisition  of  water 
within  the  Stanislaus  and  San  Joaquin  River  basins  to  meet  the  purposes  of  the 
Central  Valley  Project  Improvement  Act  for  anadromous  fish  needs.  Endangered 
Species  Act  requirements,  and  to  assist  the  State  of  California  in  meeting 
water  quality  needs  in  the  Bay-Delta  estuary.   Such  acquisition  may  reduce  the 
need  to  release  water  from  New  Melones  Reservoir  to  meet  these  requirements, 
thus  increasing  the  potential  for  contract  water  deliveries  to  Stockton  East. 
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QUESTIONS  SUBMITTEO  BT  THE  HONORABLE  LAR&T  COMBBST.  HONORABLE  MAC  THORBBERRT 
AND  SENATOR  PHIL  CRAMM 

LAKE  MEREDITH  SALIMITT  CONTROL  PROJECT 

Question.   Why  is  the  original  estimate  of  $3,000,000  for  the  Federal 
share  of  this  project  adjusted  to  the  level  of  $2,200,0007 

Answer.   The  original  estimate  for  the  total  project  was  $A, 200,000  in 
1984.   This  estimate  was  based  on  limited  information  on  hand  at  the  time. 
Since  then,  Reclamation  has  been  collecting  and  evaluating  further  data  %»hile 
continuing  geologic  investigations.   The  current  plan  has  an  estimated  cost 
between  $9  and  $10  million,  based  on  more  extensive  data.   The  current 
estimate  also  included  the  effects  of  inflation  since  1984. 

Question.   Do  you  feel  with  a  reasonable  degree  of  certainty  that  this 
new  estimate  is  accurate? 

Answer.   Yes,  we  feel  that  the  estimate  is  reasonable. 

Question.   Can  you  give  us  an  estimate  at  this  time  as  to  how  much  money 
you  expect  to  spend  on  this  project  in  fiscal  year  1995  above  the  $1,400,000 
that  was  provided  in  fiscal  year  1994  based  in  the  commitments  made  in  your 
August  12,  1994  letter? 

Answer.   In  fiscal  year  1995  Reclamation  is  planning  on  spending 
$500,000  of  funds  appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1994.   Ue  are  also  in  the 
process  of  considering  a  reprogramming  in  the  amount  of  $950,000. 

Question.   How  much  will  need  to  be  appropriated  in  fiscal  year  1996  to 
complete  this  project  without  interruption? 

Answer.   Ue  are  requesting  $100,000  for  this  purpose  in  fiscal  year 
1996. 
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Secretary  Babbitt.  Mr.  Bevill,  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very 
much. 

Mr.  Myers.  The  committee  stands  adjourned  until  10:00  on  Fri- 
day. I  guess  we  have  to  look  at  those  rescissions  tomorrow.  Thank 
you. 

[Clerk's  note. — Statements  for  the  record  and  the  budget  jus- 
tifications for  the  Delaware  River  Basin  Commission,  the  Interstate 
Commission  on  the  Potomac  River  Basin  and  the  Susquehanna 
River  Basin  Commission  follow:] 
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WITNESS  LIST 
DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

Vincent  P.  D'Anna,  United  States  Commissioner 
Gerald  M.  Hansler,  Executive  Director 
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STATEMENT  OF  VINCENT  P.  D'ANNA,  UNITED  STATES  COMMISSIONER,   DELAWARE 
RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION,  BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMIHEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER, 
COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS,  IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1996 
APPROPRIATIONS  REQUESTS  FOR  SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES  OF  THE  OFFICE  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES  COMMISSIONER  AND  THE  FEDERAL  CONTRIBUTION,  DELAWARE 
RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION,  MARCH  1,  1995. 

Mr.  Chainnan  and  members  of  the  Committee,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
appear  before  you  today.    As  you  know,  this  is  my  first  appearance  before  the 
Committee  since  my  appointment  by  the  President  as  United  States  Commissioner  last 
June.     I  would  appreciate  having  my  resume'  included  in  the  record. 

I  appear  before  you  today  in  support  of  two  appropriation  items  totalling  $904,000, 
details  of  which  are  in  the  formal  Justifications  statement  previously  submitted  to  the 
Committee. 

The  first  item  is  for  $353,000  for  Salaries  and  Expenses  of  the  Office  of  the  United 
States  Commissioner.    The  bulk  of  the  increase  in  this  request  over  last  year's  appropriation 
stems  from  increased  pay  costs. 

The  second  item  is  for  $551,000  for  the  Federal  Contribution  to  the  Delaware  River 
Basin  Commission  to  cover  the  Federal  Government's  share  of  the  cost  of  implementing 
the  Delaware  River  Basin  Compact. 

Accompanying  me  today  is  Gerald  Hansler,  the  Commission's  Executive  Director. 
We  will  try  to  respond  to  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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Vincent     P.     D'Anna 

958     Rahway     Drive 

Newark,     Delaware         19711 

(302)     368-3772      (Home) 

(302)      573-6345      (Work) 

Education 

Undergraduate:     University     of     Delaware,     B.A.     Economics     (1962) 

Graduate:     University     of    Delaware,     Urban     Affairs        Department 
(1962-63) 

Work       Experience 

United    States    Senate,    Joseph    R.    Biden,    Jr., 
Wilmington,     Delaware        (1975     -     Present) 

Established   and  presently  head  Special   Projects 
operations 
Grants  facilitator  and  Ombudsman  for  Delaware 

government.   Industry   and   other  Delawareans   interested 
in  receiving  federal  asssistancc  or  impacted  by  the 
federal  regulatory  process 

Major  oversight   responsibility    for   all   environmental 
legislation    and    activity 

United    States    Senate,    Senator    Joseph    R.    Biden,    Jr., 
Washington     D.C.     (1974-75) 

Legislative  Assistant  to  staff  Senator  Biden's 

responsibilities  on  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
Legislative   Assistant  for  Environment   and   Energy 

New     Castle     County     Planning     Department     (1964-1974) 

Preparation    of  county    comprehensive    plan 
Administered  zoning  code 
Initiated   county   capital    budgeting   procedures 
Key  role  in  securing  one  of  the  nation's  first  Section 
208  Planning  and  Sewer  Grants 
Key   role   in   negotiating   with   Federal   government   and 

other  municipal   governments  for  establishment  of  regional 
transortation  agency  (WILMAPCO) 
Responsible   for  review  and  county  position  on 

Environmental  Impact  Statements 
Liaison   with   other  governments   that   impacted   on   County 
County    representative    on    Regional    Transportation 
Committee  and  oihc  various  special  committees  including 
White  Clay  Creek  reservoir,  county  airport,  Wilmington 
Medical  Center,  and  state  Coastal  Zone  Management  plan 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

The  opportunity  to  present  the  Fiscal  Year  1996  Operating  Budget  requirements  of 
the  Delaware  River  Basin  Commission  (DRBC)  is  much  appreciated. 

On  October  26,  1994,  the  appointed  Commissioners  adopted  by  unanimous  vote  the 
Commission's  FY  1996  Operating  Budget.  This  budget  called  for  a  Federal  "Fair  Share" 
contribution  of  $551,000. 

As  presented  to  this  sub-committee  in  past  years,  the  Delaware  River  Basin 
Commission  recognizes  the  economic  conditions  and  poUtical  reaUties  that  have  confronted 
the  signatory  parties.  Every  effort  continues  to  be  made  to  place  the  least  financial  burden 
upon  the  parties,  including  the  Federal  Government,  to  finance  the  Commission's  operations 
and  at  the  same  time  not  compromise  the  Commission's  ability  to  carry  out  its  mandates 
as  set  forth  in  the  Delaware  River  Basin  Compact  —  law  common  to  aU  five  parties. 

Recognizing  that  a  few  of  the  committee  members  are  new  and  may  not  be  familiar 
with  the  accomplishments  of  such  a  small  unit  as  the  Delaware  River  Basin  Commission, 
a  short  explanation  and  brief  highlights  of  our  accompbshments  follow. 

Beginning  in  1961  when  the  Federal  Government  joined  an  interstate  compact  for 
the  first  time  ever  as  an  equal  partner  with  four  states,  we  grew  to  an  organization  of  about 
70  employees  in  the  early  70's.  Recognizing  budget  limitations,  we  have  cut  back  to  less 
than  40  dedicated  staff  and  continue  to  address  the  ever  expanding  water  resource  issues 
of  the  Delaware  Basin. 

The  Compact  provides  for  a  single  agency  —  the  Delaware  River  Basin  Commission 
—  to  manage  the  water  resources  of  the  multi-jurisdictional  river  basin  which  supports  seven 
percent  of  the  nation's  population.  The  principal  members  of  the  Commission  are  the 
Governors  of  Delaware,  New  Jersey,  New  York  and  Pennsylvania  and  a  Presidential 
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appointee,  who  historically  has  been  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  Each  member  appoints 
an  alternate  and  it  is  these  individuals  who  take  the  actions  necessary  to  fulfill  the  goals  and 
objectives  of  the  Compact 

The  Commission  is  a  mediating,  pohcy-setting,  and  regulatory  agency  given  broad 
and  important  powers  by  legislation  of  the  four  states  and  Congress.  Under  it's  project 
review  requirements,  it  must  approve  all  proposed  projects  that  meet  the  "regulatory 
yardstick"  established  by  the  Commission.  Our  "regulatory  yardstick"  has  largely  been 
developed  by  the  stakeholders  or  users  in  the  basin  —  not  by  any  single  interest  group. 

In  1966-67,  the  Commission  called  for  public  review  and  comment  regarding  various 
proposed  levels  of  clean-up  of  the  Delaware  Estuary  and  the  cost  associated  for  each 
alternative.  An  alternative  that  would  allow  the  safe  passage  of  fish  in  the  most  polluted 
section  of  the  river  was  chosen  and  adopted.  The  Commission  then  assigned  waste  load 
aUocations  to  all  the  dischargers  in  each  section  of  the  Delaware  River  and  required  each 
discharger  to  upgrade  and  meet  its  allocation.  This  was  one  of  the  first,  if  not  the  first. 
Total  Maximxmi  Discharge  Loading  (TMDL)  waste  allocation  program  in  the  U.S.  These 
aUocations  have  been  incorporated  into  the  NPDES  permits  and  remain  in  effect  today. 
The  improvement  in  the  Delaware  River  from  this  program  has  been  dramatic  and  is  well 
documented.   Sure,  there  is  more  to  do,  as  discussed  below. 

While  the  flood  of  1955  was  the  impetus  to  move  the  legislation  for  the  Compact, 
it  was  the  drought  of  '61  to  '65  that  allowed  the  Commission  to  demonstrate  its 
effectiveness.  During  the  worst  drought  on  record,  the  Commission  brought  all  parties  to 
the  table  on  a  regular  basis  and  hammered  out  agreements  for  sharing  the  water  shortage 
problems.  New  York  City  continued  to  get  some  water,  but  not  all  it  wanted,  and  the  down 
basin  states  continued  to  see  augmented  flows  in  the  river  but  below  the  volume  established 
by  a  1954  Supreme  Court  Decree.  These  agreements  avoided  the  reopening  of  very  costly 
litigation  before  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  and  saved  all  parties  including  the  Federal 
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Government,  major  expenses  of  time  and  money.  Special  agreements  have  been  worked 
out  through  the  Commission  during  the  subsequent  drought  periods  of  '81,  '85,  '89  and  '91 
—  which  effectively  modified  that  Decree. 

Many,  many  examples  of  our  major  accomplishments  could  be  mentioned,  such  as 
our  comprehensive  water  conservation  program  which  has  received  national  commendation. 
Though  both  regulatory  and  voluntary  in  nature,  it  has  generally  been  executed  with  willing 
compliance  without  regard  to  political  boundary. 

Similarly,  our  work  to  date  in  developing  a  common  toxics  management  strategy  for 
the  Delaware  Estuary  area,  and  our  efforts  to  date  on  the  combined  sewer  overflow 
problems  in  the  estuary  are  useful  pioneering  efforts  with  fair  but  meaningful  end  results 
in  sight.  However,  these  programs  need  to  continue  and  are  included  in  the  proposed  1996 
activities  described  below. 

The  federal  contribution  for  FY  1996  is  a  solid  investment  in  light  of  the  efforts  by 
the  Commission  to  protect  river  corridors  in  the  basin  which  Congress  has  added  to  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  In  1992,  the  Commission  adopted  water  quality 
regulations  which  provide  a  heightened  level  of  protection  for  these  river  corridors  -  the 
Upper  Delaware  Scenic  and  Recreational  River  and  the  Delaware  Water  Gap  National 
Recreation  Area.  The  Commission  adopted  additional  regulations  on  February  23,  1994 
addressing  non-point  source  pollutants  which  otherwise  could  result  in  degradation  of  the 
high  water  quality  along  this  reach  of  the  river.  Implementation  of  these  regulations 
(supported  by  all  four  states.  Federal  agencies,  developers,  and  environmentalists)  has  and 
will  continue  to  create  an  increased  workload  for  a  Commission  staff  which  has  been  down- 
sized in  recent  years  due  to  economic  constraints. 
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The  Commission  continues  to  work  closely  with  the  National  Park  Service  in  the 
eligibility  studies  of  the  White  Clay  Creek  and  the  Lower  Delaware  River  for  possible 
inclusion  into  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  system.  The  Commission  serves  on  the 
study  advisory  committees  and  is  providing  water  quality  and  water  resource  input  to  the 
management  plans  currently  under  development 

In  addition,  the  Commission  continues  to  take  the  lead  role  in  a  project  to  reduce 
the  potential  for  Delaware  River  flooding  in  the  Port  Jervis,  N.Y.  area.  Under  Section  205 
of  the  federal  Flood  Control  Act  of  1948,  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  designed  a 
project  located  in  New  Jersey  which  provides  benefits  to  communities  in  Pennsylvania  and 
New  York.  Under  this  unique  set  of  circumstances,  the  Commission,  at  the  request  of  the 
Corps,  agreed  to  serve  as  the  project's  local  non-federal  sponsor,  securing  state  and  federal 
permits,  acquiring  land  easements,  and  coordinating  the  project's  financing. 

The  project  is  designed  to  provide  an  escape  route  for  ice  and  water  backed  up  by 
jammed  ice  by  clearing  trees  within  an  existing  natural  overflow  channel  on  a  Delaware 
River  island  downstream  of  Port  Jervis.  Icy  flood  waters  have  caused  damage  along  the 
Delaware  in  the  past  In  February  of  1981  ice  lodged  against  two  islands  in  the  Port  Jervis 
area  creating  a  frozen  dam.  The  river  rose  14.5  feet  in  one  hour  with  huge  blocks  of  ice 
floating  over  its  banks,  causing  $15  million  in  damage  and  claiming  one  life. 

The  Corps,  Philadelphia  District  awarded  a  $969,000  contract  to  a  New  Jersey  firm 
in  December  of  1994  to  build  the  ice  diversion  channel.  Construction  began  in  January  of 
1995  and  is  expected  to  be  completed  by  the  spring  of  1996. 

In  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  the  National  Park  Service  and 
the  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  the  project  includes  an 
environmental  mitigation  plan  consisting  of  wetland  improvements  and  the  planting  of  trees 
and  shrubs  beneficial  to  wildlife  on  lands  in  the  Delaware  Water  Gap  National  Recreation 
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Area.     The  project's  construction  schedule  also  was  modified  to  restrict  tree  clearing 
activities  to  avoid  potential  impacts  to  wintering  bald  eagles  and  tree-roosting  Indiana  bats. 

The  Commission  is  relied  upon  as  a  mediating  party  with  the  estuary  states  and  the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  on  programs  to  control  the  discharge  of  toxic 
pollutants  to  the  tidal  Delaware  River.  It  has  taken  the  lead  in  developing  uniform  water 
quality  criteria  and  establishing  wasteload  allocations  for  use  by  states  in  permits  issued  to 
industrial  and  municipal  wastewater  treatment  plants  discharging  to  the  river. 
Recommendations  include  the  adoption  of  criteria  for  47  toxic  pollutants  which  are 
classified  as  carcinogens  and  criteria  for  65  toxic  pollutants  to  protect  against  non- 
carcinogen  effects  on  human  health  from  the  ingestion  of  water  or  the  consumption  of 
certain  fish.  These  efforts  will  address  current  consumption  advisories  for  fish  and 
documented  toxics  problems  in  the  ambient  water  and  sediments. 

The  Commission  and  the  National  Park  Service  conduct  a  joint  year  round  water 
quality  monitoring  program,  taking  samples  in  the  Delaware  River  and  tributaries  between 
Hancock,  N.Y.  and  the  Delaware  Water  Gap.  Program  personnel  make  some  500  station 
visits  to  50  sites  each  year,  monitoring  for  numerous  water  quality  parameters.  In  1994,  the 
program  launched  a  unique  Ecological  Monitoring  Program  which  focuses  on  the  ecosystem 
of  the  river  and  its  tributaries. 

In  compliance  with  the  federal  Clean  Water  Act,  the  Commission  also  conducts 
biennial  assessments  of  the  water  quality  of  the  entire  Delaware  River  and  Bay  and 
publishes  the  results  in  a  special  report.  The  EPA  then  uses  the  data  from  the 
Commission's  report  and  from  reports  from  states  and  other  commissions  to  prepare  a 
national  water  quality  assessment  report  which  it  presents  to  the  U.S.  Congress.  The 
national  report,  designed  to  pinpoint  the  type  and  extent  of  remaining  pollution  problems, 
helps  lawmakers  determine  how  the  Clean  Water  Act  in  working,  whether  new  legislation 
is  called  for,  and  where  additional  resources  may  be  needed. 
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The  Commission  is  currently  working  with  EPA  and  the  basin  states  to  study  and 
develop  control  strategies  for  the  nearly  300  combined  sewer  overflows  (CSOs)  in  the 
Delaware  Estuary.  Water  quality  simulation  models  are  being  used  to  evaluate  CSO 
pollution  impacts  on  Delaware  Estuary  water  quality. 

Based  on  analysis  required  by  the  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA),  reallocation  of  the 
assimilative  capacity  of  the  Delaware  Estuary  may  be  required  to  meet  fishable/swimmable 
goals.  This  activity  requires  mathematical  model  computer  runs  to  determine  preliminary 
allocations  followed  by  public  hearings  as  the  first  steps  toward  implementation.  However, 
questions  regarding  the  results  of  the  model  currently  in  use  resulted  in  a  contract  to 
evaluate  the  existing  model  including  possible  recalibration  or  to  consider  the  alternative 
models  that  are  available  and  their  advantages  and  disadvantages.  This  evaluation  was 
recently  completed  and  it  was  recommended  that  a  new  model  be  utilized.  A  contract  will 
be  awarded  to  begin  development  of  the  new  model  this  spring.  All  of  this  was 
accomplished  through  DRBC  auspices. 

The  Commission  coordinates  an  inter-agency  monitoring  program  on  the  Delaware 
Estuary  under  provisions  of  the  Water  Quahty  Act,  Section  106  Grant.  Water  quality 
monitoring  involves  collection  and  analysis  of  samples  taken  at  18-center  channel  stations, 
at  key  tributaries,  and  at  significant  discharge  points.  Two  species  of  fish  are  collected  at 
five  locations  on  the  Delaware  River  each  year  for  subsequent  tissue  analysis. 

Commission  staff  reviews  drafts  and  final  NPDES  Permits,  required  by  the  Federal 
Clean  Water  Act,  for  all  major  and  most  minor  discharges  to  Delaware  River  Basin  waters. 
These  are  checked  for  compUance  with  the  Commission's  Water  Quality  Regulations  and 
conformance  with  approved  requirements  in  individual  Commission  Docket  approvals.  As 
many  as  700  individual  documents  may  be  reviewed  in  any  one  year.  When  necessary,  staff 
corresponds  with  the  state  environmental  agencies  responsible  for  issuing  the  permits  to 
assure  compliance  with  our  requirements. 
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In  1988,  the  Delaware  Bay  and  tidal  reach  of  the  Delaware  River  were  included  in 
the  National  Estuary  Program,  a  project  set  up  to  protect  estuarine  systems  of  national 
significance  with  priority  management  strategies.  Commission  staff  has  played  key  roles  in 
the  program's  development,  serving  on  committees  and  providing  water  quality  data  and 
other  information  pertaining  to  the  basin.  The  Commission  also  acts  as  the  administrative 
arm  in  the  procurement  of  professional  studies  and  services  for  the  program,  which  is 
funded  by  EPA  and  the  three  lower  basin  states  (Pennsybania,  New  Jersey  and  Delaware). 

The  Commission's  purposes  and  mandates  are  clearly  spelled  out  in  the  Compact  and 
these  continue  to  be  implemented  effectively.  The  U.S.  Government  is  one  of  five  equal 
parties.  As  such,  the  President's  representative  can  speak  with  one  voice,  thereby 
reconciling  the  often  diverse  interests  of  different  Federal  agencies  invoh/ed  in  major  water 
resource  management  issues.  Nationally,  there  is  no  formal  focus  on  the  myriad  water 
resource  management  functions  of  the  various  Federal  agencies  -  either  in  Congress  or 
within  the  Executive  Branch.  However,  there  has  been  and  wiU  continue  to  be  a  rational 
focus  for  all  Federal  concerns  -  through  U.S.  membership  and  support  of  the  Delaware 
River  Basin  Commission  in  a  major  watershed  serving  18,000,000  people. 

Probably  the  most  important  benefit  that  the  Commission  provides  the  Federal 
government  is  in  the  cost  savings  to  Federal  agencies  who  use  our  competency  for  their 
many  specific  purposes  —  delivered  quickly  and  at  much  less  cost. 

Thank  you  again  for  this  opportunity. 


Statement  by  Gerald  M.  Hansler,  Executive  Director,  Delaware  River  Basin  Commission, 
for  the  Subcommittee  on  Energy  and  Water  Development,  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
March  1,  1995. 
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DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

FY  1996  BUDGET 

JUSTFICATION  OF  PROGRAM  AND  PERFORMANCE 


Activity:      Federal  Representation 

The  Delaware  River  Basin  Commission  was  created  by  Compact  between 
the  Delaware  River  Basin  States  (Delaware,  New  Jersey,  New  York  and  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania)  and  the  Federal  Government  (P.  L.  87- 
328)  for  the  joint  management  of  the  Basin's  water  and  related  resources. 

The  Compact  directs  the  Commission  to  develop  and  implement 
comprehensive  plans,  policies  and  programs  related   to  the  water  resources 
of  the  Delaware  Basin;  to  adopt  and  promote  uniform  and  coordinated 
policies  for  water  conservation,  utilization  and  development  in  the  Basin; 
and  to  encourage  the  planning,  development  and  financing  of  water 
resources  projects  according  to  such  plans  and  policies. 

The  Commission's  membership  consists  of  the  Governors  of  the  signatory 
States  and  a  Federal  Member  appointed  by  the  President  to  represent  all 
Federal  interests.     The  Federal  Member  historically  has  been  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior.     Each  Governor  and  the  President  are  directed  to  appoint  a 
Commissioner  to  serve  as  an  alternate  to  the  Member,  and  each  has 
identical  powers  of  the  Member,  including  the  power  to  vote  in  his 
absence. 

It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Member  and  the  United  States 
Commissioner  to  protect  the  national  interests  in  the  affairs  and  programs 
of  the  Commission.     The  Member  and  the  Commissioner  must  work  closely 
with  all  interested  Federal  depanments  and  agencies  relative  to  all  actions 
by  the  Commission  relating  to  the  comprehensive  plan  and  the  advisability 
of  individual  water  policies,  programs,  and  projects  which  the  Commission 
may  either  propose  or  consider.     They  serve  as  coordinators  between  the 
Federal  agencies  and  the  Commission  to  eliminate  duplication  and  foster 
complementary    efforts. 

An  appropriation  of  $353,000  for  FY  1996  is  required  to  finance  the 
salaries  and  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  United  States  Commissioner 
to  represent  the  interests  of  the  Federal  Government  in  the  workings  of 
the  Commission.     The  request  reflects  the  full  year  cost  of  the  2.0  percent 
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general  pay  increase  and   1.22  percent  locality  pay  increase  effective 
January  1,  1995.     It  also  assumes  an  anticipated  2.4  percent  general  pay 
increase  effective  January   1,   1996. 


l«BC-2 
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DELAWARE  RTVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
DISTRIBUTION  OF  AUTHORITY  BY  ACCOUNT 


1994 

1995 

1996 

Appropriation:     Salaries  and 

Expenses 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

Appropriation. 

$251,000 

$343,000 

$353,000 

SUMMARY  OF  INCREASES/DECREASES.  1996 

' 

1996 

1996 

Federal   Representation: 

Base     • 

Changes 

Estimate 

Budget  Estiinate.  1996 , 

$343,000 

$10,000 

$353,000 

ANALYSIS  BY  ACTIVITY 

(Direct    Appropriations) 

Increase  (+)  or 

or  Decrease  (-) 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

1996Compared 

Activity 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

with  1995 

Federal  Representation 

$333,000 

$343,000 

$353,000 

+  $10,000 

Unobligated  balance  lapsing 

($82,000) 
$251,000 

.. 

_ 

Total 

$343,000 

$353,000 

+  $10,000 

JUSTIFICATION 

Federal  represcnution:  Fiscal  Year  1995.  $343,000;  Fiscal  Year  1996.  $353,000;  increase 
$10,000.    The  increase  consists  of: 


Increase  (+)  or 
Decrease  (-) 


Amount 
$10,000 


Positions 


Total 
Program 

$353,000 


Total 
Positions      Explanation 


To  continue  to  provide  for 
the  cost  of  operation  of  the 
Commissioner's  office. 
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DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the  United  States  member  of 
the  Delaware  River  Basin  Commission,  as  authorized  by  law  (75  Stat    716), 
$353,000.  (Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriation  Act,   1995). 


Program  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification    code    46-0100-0-1-301 


Program  by  activities: 

10.00  Total  obligations 

Fmancing: 

25.00  Unobligated  balance  lapsing 

40.00  Budget  authority  (appropriation).. 

Relation  of  obligations  to  outlays: 

71.00  Obligations  incurred,  net 

72.40  Obligated  balance,  start  of  year..;. 

74.40  Obligated  balance,  end  of  year. 

77.00  Adjustments  in  expired  accounts.. 


1994 
Actual 


1995 
Estimate 


251 


82 
333 


343 

0 

343 


1996 
Estimate 


353 


0 

353 


251 

343 

353 

14 

12 

34 

(12) 

(34) 

(35) 

(4) 

0 

0 

90.00 


Outlays... 


249 


321 


352 
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DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  CONfMISSION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Object  Qassificadon  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification    code    46-0100-0-1-301 


1994  1995  1996 

Actual  Estimate        Estimate 


Personnel    compensation: 

11.1  Full-time  permanent 

113  Other  than  full-time  pennanent 

1L9  Total  persoimcl  compensation. 

12.1  Persoimel  benefits:  Gvilian. 

21.0  Travel  and  transporution  of 
persons _.. 

23.1  Rental  payments  to  GSA. „ 

23.3  Communications,  utilities,  and 

miscellaneous  charges 

24.0  Printing  and  reproductioiL 

25.1  Advisory  aixl  assistance  services 

25.2  Other  services. 

25.3  Purchases  of  goods  and  services  from 
Government  accounts 

26.0  Supplies  and  materials. 

31.0  Equipment . 

99.9.  Total  obligations. 


159 

197 

204 

0 

3 

3 

159 

200 

207 

27 

56 

57 

6 

12 

12 

26 

27 

28 

2 

5 

5 

0 

4 

4 

0 

0 

0 

31 

1 

1 

0 

34 

35 

0 

4 

4 

0 

0 

0 

251 

343 

353 
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DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


Personnel    Summary 


IdentificaUon    code    46-0100-0-1-301  1994  1995  1996 

Actual  Estimate  Estimate 


Total  number  of  full-time 

pennanent  positions 2  2  2 

Total   compensable   workyears: 

Full-time  equivalent  employment —  2       »  . .  v^?'  ^ 

Average  ES  salary $115,700  $118,000  $120,800 

Average  GS  grade™ _ 14.90  14.10  14.10 

Average  GS  salary $74,765  $79,200  $81,100 
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DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


DeUlI  of  Personnel  Snmmary 


Identification    code    46-0100-0-1-301                    1994                    1995  1996 
Actual Estimate Estimate 


Special  pontions  at  rates  equal 
to  or  in  excess  of  $118XXX): 


GSA3M-14  .. 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

Total  pennanent  positions 

2 

2 

2 

Unfilled  positions,  end  of  year..... 

Total  peimanent  employment, 
end  of  year. 

2 

2 

2 
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DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

CONTRIBimON  TO  DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

FY  1996  BUDGET 

n  TSTIRr  ATIQN  OF  PROGRAM  AND  PERFORMANCE 

The  Delaware  River  Basin  Commission  was  created  by  Compact  (PX.  87- 
328)  among  the  States  of  Delaware,  New  Jersey  and  New  York,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  and  the  Federal  Government.     The  purpose 
of  the  Compact  is  to  enable  the  signatory  parties  to  participate  jointly  in 
the  conservation,  utilization,  development  and  control  of  water  and  related 
resources  of  the  Delaware  River  Basin. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  Compact,  the  Commission  is  directed  to  develop  and 
implement  comprehensive  plans,  policies  and  programs  relating  to  the 
water  resources  of  the  Basin;  to  adopt  and  promote  uniform  and 
coordinated  policies  for  water  conservation,  control  and  development  in 
the  Basin;     and  to  encourage  the  planning,  development  and  financing  of 
water  resources  projects  according  to  such  plans  and  policies. 

The  principal  members  of  the  Conmiission  are  the  Governors  of  the 
signatory  states,  ex  officio,  and  a  Federal  member  appointed  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States.    The  Compact  also  provides  for  the 
appointment  of  a  Commissioner  (alternate  member)  by  each  Governor  and 
the  President  who  has  the  identical  powers  of  the  member,  including  the 
power  to  vote  in  his  absence. 

Authority  for  the  United  States'  participation  in  the  current  expense 
budget  of  the  Commission  is  provided  under  Section  13.3  of  the  Delaware 
River  Basin  Compact  (P.L.  87-328,  approved  September  27,   1961). 

The  FY  1996  estimate  requests  $551,000  to  cover  the  United  States'  share 
of  the  $3,326,500  current  expense  budget  of  the  Delaware  River  Basin 
Commission.     The  proposed  state  shares  are  Pennsylvania,  $688,000;     New 
Jersey,  $688,000;     New  York,  $481,500;  and  Delaware.  $344,000.     Although 
the  Commission's  budget  continues  to  reflect  the  cost  of  implementing  the 
uniquely  rigorous  standards  needed  to  preserve  the  level  of  clean  water 
which  led  to  the  Federal  establishment  and  subsequent  quarter  billion 
dollar  Federal  investment  in  the  Upper  and  Middle  Delaware  Scenic  and 
Recreational  Rivers,  the  Federal  contribution  reflects  only  a  20  percent 
equal   share. 
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The  FY  1996  budget  request  for  the  Commission  totals  $3,326,500,  an 
increase  of  $263^00  from  the  FY  1995  budget.     Increases  provide  for  the 
addition  of  one  staff  position  for  management  of  the  Commission's  GIS 
(Geographic  Information  System)  program;  a  4  percent  cost  of  living 
adjustment  (COLA);  and  higher  fringe  benefit  costs. 

Also,  an  additional  $55,000  in  contractual  services  is  to  cover  increased 
sampling  related  to  implementation  of  the  Commission's  Estuary  water 
quality    program. 

With  regard-  to  the  $71,000  increase  in  the  space  account,  this  amount 
includes  $60,000  which  had  been  budgeted  in  FY  1994  for  renovations 
which  had  to  be  deferred  and  which  is  now  reflected  in  the  FY  1996 
budget. 

The  large  decrease  of  $87,000  in  the  maintenance  and  replacement  account 
reflects  a  one-time  budget  item  in  FY  1995  for  computer  acquisition 
related  to  the  Commission's  GIS  program. 

The  Delaware  River  Basin  Compact  mandates  activities  and  provides 
discretionary  authority  for  a  broad  range  of  water  resources  planning,    . 
design,  construction,  and  operating  functions.     In  FY   1996,  the  mandated 
activities  will  be  continued,  and  essential  discretionary  planning  and 
operating  functions  will  be  performed. 

Mandated    Activities: 

The  Compact  requires  (1)  the  preparation  and  maintenance  of  an  up-to- 
date  Comprehensive  Plan,  (2)  the  issuance  of  an  annual  Water  Resources 
Program,  (3)  the  review  of  projects  having  a  substantial  effect  on  the 
water  resources  of  the  Basin,  (4)  the  administration  of  uniform  and      - 
coordinated   standards  and  procedures,  and  (5)  the  publication  of  an  annual 
report. 

1.  Comprehensive    Plan:    In  FY  1996,  the  Comprehensive  Plan  will 
continue  to  be  revised  to  include  all  public  projects  as  well  as  any 
additional  Commission  decisions  flowing  from  the  Level  B  Study  and  the 
"Good  Faith"  negotiations.     This  will  require  public  hearings  before  the 
Commission  on  a  series  of  issues. 

2.  Water  Resources   Program:     The  Water  Resources  Program  will  be 
updated,   subjected  to  public  hearing,  modified  as  appropriate,  approved   by 
the  Conunission,  and  issued.     The  Water  Resources  Program  includes  a 
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systematic  presentation  of  (1)  the  quantity  and  quality  of  water  resources 
needs,  (2)  the  projects*  required  to  satisfy  these  needs,  and  (3)  a  separate 
statement  of  the  projects  proposed  to  be  undertaken  by  the  Conmiission 
daring  the  ensuing  six  years. 

3.  Prnject    Review:     Water,  or  water-related,  projects  proposed  for 
implementation   by   any  person,   corporation   or  government  authority  will 
be  reviewed  for  conformance  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan.     These 
reviews,  conducted  in  accordance  viath  the  duly  issued  Rules  of  Practice 
and  Procedore,  will  result  in  reconunended  courses  of  action  by  the 
Commission. 

4.  TInifnrm   StnnHards  and   Procedures   and  Their  Enforcement:     Uniform 
standards  and  procedures  will  be  established  for  the  evaluation  and 
determination  of  benefits  and  cost  allocations  of  projects  affecting  the 
Basin,  as  well  as  for  the  determination  of  project  priorities  pursuant  to  the 
requirements  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan.     Uniform  and  coordinated 
policies  for  water  conservation,  use,  and  management  will  be  promoted. 
Appropriate  enforcement  action(s)  will  be  taken,  where  necessary,  to 
protect  the  provisions  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  and  any  standards, 
regulations,  or  docket  decisions  duly  promulgated  by  the  Commission. 

5.  Annnal    Report:    A  report  on  the  activities  and  finances  of  the 
Commission  for  the  calendar  year  will  be  iwepared,  published  and 
distributed  to  the  legislative  bodies  of  the  signatory  parties  and  the  public. 

Planning    Activities: 

Planning  programs  will  be  underway  in  FY  1996  relating  to  (1)  ground 
water,  (2)  water  demands  and  conservation,  (3)  pollution  control,  and  (4) 
fish,  wildlife  and  recreation.     (Hood  loss  reduction  activities  are  addressed 
under  "Operation  Activities.") 

(^rnnnd   Water:     The  Basinwide  ground  water  investigation,  initiated  in 
1979,  was  completed  in  FY  1983.     Study  reconwnendations  will  continue  to 
be  reviewed  for  inclusion  within  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  following  public 
hearings  during  FY  1996.     WeU  registration  and  source  metering  by  the 


♦  Defined  by  the  Compact  as  "any  work,  service  or  activity,"  as  well  as 
water-related  facilities  or  additions  to  such  facilities. 
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Basin  states  will  be  continued,  and  a  water-use  data  base  will  be  updated 
for  the  Basin. 

In   1993,  the  Ground  Water  Advisory  Committee  drafted  two  regulations 
that  were  adopted  by  the  Commission.     On  February  17,  1993,  the 
Commission  adopted  Resolution  No.  93-2,  which  sets  renewal  periods  for 
new   surface  and  ground  water  dockets  and  Protected  Area  permits  at  a 
maximum  of  10  years,  with  provisions  for  extension  beyond  that  based  in 
an  applicant's  satisfactory  demonstration  of  need.     On  August  4,  1993,  the 
Commission  adopted  Resolution  No.  93-12,  which  allows  the  expiration 
dates  of  existing   dockets  and  permits  for  ground  water  withdrawals  issued 
prior  to  February  18,  1993  to  be  extended  to  a  maximum  of  10  years  from 
the  original  date  of  issuance  in  order  to  provide  for  equitable  treatment  of 
all  ground  water  users.     In  FY  1995,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  Committee 
will  develop  regulations  in  follow-up  to  the  water  management  modeling 
study  for  the  Neshaminy  Creek  Basin  that  is  being  conducted  in 
cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey.     It  is  anticipated  that  these 
amendments  will  be  implemented  in  FY  1996.     Additional  modeling  efforts 
also  may  be  pursued. 

Water   Demands   and    Conservation:     The  basic  elements  of  water  demand 
projections  (i.e.,  population,  unit  water  uses,  economic  base,  etc.)  will  be 
compiled  and  continuously  updated  utilizing  the  most  recent  census  and 
economic  data.     Inventories  of  water  withdrawals  and  depletive  use  will  be 
updated   annually  with   information  provided  through   the  Conmiission's 
well  registration  (Resolution  No.  85-19)  and  source  metering  (Resolutions 
No.  86-12  and  86-13)  programs.     By  FY  1996,  a  consistent  data  entry 
format  for  basinwide  monthly  water  use  will  be  implemented  for  all  users 
over   100,000  gpd.  » 

The  Commission  will  continue  staff  efforts  to  ensure  compliance  with  its 
numerous  water  conservation  regulations.     The  Commission  has  continuing 
long-term  policies  to  reduce  water  use  throughout  the  Basin  through 
conservation  efforts  and  is  requiring  maximum  feasible  efficiency  in  the 
use  of  water  by  new  and  existing  water  users  (Resolution  No.  76-17,  Water 
Code  2.1.1,  2.1.2,  2.1,3).     Resolution  No.  81-9  specifies  water  conservation 
policies  applicable  to  all  new  water  supply  projects  reviewable  by  the 
Conmiission  under  Section  3.8  of  the  Compact.    Resolution  No.  87-6 
requires  purveyors  that  distribute  in  excess  of  100,000  gpd  during  any 
30-day  period  to  undertake  leak  detection  and  repair  (LD  &  R).     In  FY 
1996,  the  Commission  staff  will  continue  to  measure  LD  &  R  program 
effectiveness  through  annual  monitoring  of  unaccounted  for  water  for  all 
water  systems  distributing   100,000  gpd.     Resolution  No.  87-7  requires 
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those  purveyors  to  install,  or  require  to  be  installed  water  meters  at  all 
service  connections.     Resolution  No.  88-2  (Revised)  sets  water  conservation 
performance  standards  for  plumbing  fixtures  and  fittings.     It  requires  that 
low-consumption  water  closets  (maximum   1.6  gallons/flush)  be  installed  in 
new  construction  and  renovation  in  the  Basin  effective  July  1,  1991. 
Resolution  No.  92-2  requires  purveyors  seeking  Commission  approval 
under  Section  3.8  of  the  Compact  for  a  new  or  expanded  water  withdrawal 
to  include  as  part  of  the  application  a  water  conservation  plan.     Purveyors 
withdrawing  1   mgd  or  more  are  required  to  include  in  the  conservation 
plan  an  evaluation  of  the  feasibility  of  implementing  a  water  conservation 
pricing  structure  and  billing  program.     Finally,  the  Conunission  will 
continue  to  sponsor  technology  transfer  sessions  with  major  industrial  and 
commercial  groups  to  promote  water  conservation  in  those  sectors. 

Pollution  Control:  The  multifaceted  poUution  control  program,  funded  by 
appropriations  from  the  states  and  grants  from  the  Federal  Government, 
will  continue  in  FY  1996. 

1.  Allocation  of  Estuary  Waste  Assimilative  Capacity.    The  reallocation  of 
the  assimilative  capacity  of  Zones  2  through  5  of  the  Delaware  River 
estuary  awaits  resolution  of  questions  regarding  the  validity  of  the  DYN- 
DEL  Model.     Reallocations  wUl  require  mathematical  model  computer  runs, 
notices  of  preliminary  allocations,  hearings  on  objections  before  hearing 
panels,  reports  to  the  Commission  by  the  panels,  and  Commission  decisions. 
A  detailed  scientific  evaluation  of  the  model,  which  recommended  a  new 
model,  was  completed  in  FY  1994.    The  Commission  will  investigate 
funding  alternatives  in  FY  1995  and  proceed  with  model  development 
when  funding  is  acquired. 

2.  Water  Quality  Data  Collection.    The  Commission  will  compile,  and 
make  available  to  interested  parties,  data  on  the  quality  of  Basin  surface 
and  ground  waters.     The  Commission  will  act  as  the  cooperating  agent  with 
the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  for  some  monitors  in  the  estuary.     The  annual 
monitoring  program  for  the  Delaware  Estuary  and  Bay,  selected  major 
tributaries,  selected  major  dischargers,  and  fish  tissue  will  be  continued  in 
FY  1996.    The  Commission  will  evaluate  changes  to  this  program  to 
coordinate  monitoring  with  the  National  Estuary  Program.     Redesign  of  the 
monitoring  program  in  the  upper  Basin,  including  DWGNRA  and  the  Upper 
Delaware  Scenic  and  Recreational  River,  will  be  continued  in  FY  1996.    The 
redesigned  program  better  conforms  to  the  needs  of  the  Special  Protection 
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Waters  regulations.     The  National  Park  Service  and  the  Commission  have 
initiated   a   cooperative   research    study   to   evaluate   state-of-the-art   water 
quality  monitoring  equipment  in  the  Delaware  Water  Gap  National 
Recreation   Area. 

3.     Water  Quality  Standards.     The  Commission  will  continue  to  develop  and 
adopt  interstate   water  quality   standards   that  are   consistent  with  Federal 
and  State  laws  and  the  water  management  plan  of  the  Basin. 

During  FY  1993,  the  Commission  adopted  a  Special  Protection  Waters 
classiHcation  which  provides   anti -degradation  policies  for  the  Middle 
Delaware  Scenic  and  Recreational  River  which  flanks  the  DWGNRA  and  the 
Upper  Delaware  Scenic  and  Recreational  River.     Public  hearings  on  draft 
non-point  source  control  regulations  were  held  in  FY   1993  with  adoption  in 
FY  1994.     Implementation  will  continue  in  FY  1996.     This  includes  a 
cooperative  effort  with  the  National  Park  Service  to  develop  the 
integration  of  water  quality  models  and  GIS  for  Special  Water? 
management. 

The  Commission  will  implement  a  toxics  management  strategy  for  the 
Delaware  estuary  in  FY  1996.     Revised  water  quality  standards  for  toxic 
pollutants  will  be  adopted,  and  the  Commission  will  model  the  impact  of 
wastewater  discharges   and   their  interactions   on  the  estuary   to  develop 
wasteload  allocations  for  toxic  pollutants.     Public  hearings  will  be  held  on 
the  allocations  in  FY  1995  prior  to  adoption  by  the  Commission.     The  states 
will  use  these  allocations  to  prepare  effluent  limitations  in  reissued  NPDES 
permits. 

4.    National  Estuary  Program.    The  Conrmiission,  along  with  the  Basin 
States,  EPA  Regions  II,  III  and  headquarters,  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
NOAA,  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  continue  participating  in 
the  six-year  management  conference  on  the  Delaware  Estuary.     The 
Commission  staff  will  continue  to  serve  on  the  Management  Committee,  the 
Scientific  and  Technical  Advisory  Committee  and  the  Program  Work  Group. 
Support  will  be  given  to  the  Policy  Committee,  Citizens  Advisory 
Conrmiittee,  the  Local  Governmental  Committee  and  the  Financial 
Committee.     The  Commission  will  continue  to  receive  funds  from  EPA, 
Pennsylvania,  and  Delaware  on  a  pass-through  basis  and  to  execute 
contracts  as  may  be  approved  by  the  Management  Committee.     In  FY  1996 
the  Commission  will  actively  participate  in  implementation  of  the  CCMP 
including  the  establishment  of  a  Toxic  Advisory  Committee. 
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5.  Cooidination.     The  in'^rstate  aspects  of  state  water  quality  programs 
will  be  coordinated  by  the  Commission. 

6.  Combined  Sewer  Overnow  Study.    In  FY  1992,  the  Conunission 
initiated   a  comprehensive  assessment  and  central   strategy  for  combined 
sewer  overflows  from  major  urban  areas  to  the  tidal  Delaware  River.     This 
program  wiU  be  continued  in  FY  1996,  if  funding  is  available.     (See 
discussion  regarding  dissolved  oxygen  model  under  Section  1  Allocation  of 
Estuary  Waste  Assimilation  capacity). 

7.  The  Commission  will  continue  to  review  draft  NPDES  discharge 
permits  for  discharges  to  Basin  waters  with  regard  to  Commission 
standards  and  wasteload  allocations.     Primary  emphasis  is  on  discharges 
with  major  impact  on  the  Basin  water. 

8.  The  Commission  wiU  continue  the  five-year  Christina  Basin  study 
initiated  in  FY  1995,  to  develop  point  and  non-point  source  management 
alternatives. 

Fish  and  Recreation:    The  Commission  will  continue  to  assist  the  U.  S. 
National  Park  Service  in  implementing  the  Upper  Delaware  Scenic  and 
Recreational  River  Management  Plan  and  the  Water  Resources 
Management  Plan  for  the  Delaware  Water  Gap  National  Recreation  Area. 
This  activity  will  be  in  cooperation  with  the  States  and  counties  bordering 
the   river. 

The  Commission  will  continue  to  review  projects  subject  to  its  jurisdiction 
which  would  impact  upon  fish  and  recreation  resources  within  its 
comprehensive  plan.     Liaison  and  coordination  with  fish  management 
agencies  will  continue  with  respect  to  issues  pending  before  the 
Commission  through  the  project  review  activity. 

Operation    Activities: 

Water   Sales:     The  Conrniission  will  administer  the  water  sales  program 
adopted  pursuant  to  Resolution  Nos.  72-4  and  74-6.     This  program  involves 
execution  of  contracts  with  major  water  users  and  the  assessment  of 
charges  against  minor  water  users,  under  the  Commission's  self-invoicing 
arrangement.     The  legal  entitlement  program  as  it  relates  to  municipal  and 
industrial  withdrawals  of  surface  water  was  completed  in  FY  1979.     In  FY 
1996,  new  water  sales  contracts  will  be  negotiated,  current  contracts  will 
be  monitored  and  self-invoicing  procedures  spot-checked.     Field  checking 
of  water  users"  facilities  will  be  carried  out,  as  staff  time  permits.     Water 
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use  payments  will  be  compaterized  to  aid  in  the  tracking  of  overdue  and 
under  payments.      The  water  sales  payments  have  increased  with 
additional  users  and  loss  of  entitlements  due  to  sales  of  companies.     These 
increased   payments   are   sufHcient  to  cover  the  additional  repayment 
required  for  future  water  use  at  Blue  Marsh  Reservoir  and  increases  in  the 
costs  of  operation  and  maintenance  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  the 
Beltzville  and  Blue  Marsh  Reservoirs. 

Computer    Modeling:     Computer  model  simulations  of  salinity  and  reservoir 
operation  will  continue  to  be  made  as  requested  by  the  Flow  Management 
Technical  Advisory  Conmiittee  in  its  evaluation  of  alternate  reservoir 
operation  plans  during  drought  conditions.     Daily  Flow  Model  simulations 
will  also  be  made  to  assist  the  Commission  staff  with  evaluation  of  water 
allocation  requests  on  the  main  stem  Delaware  and  major  tributaries. 

Salinity  modeling  will  also  continue  to  be  necessary  in  order  to  predict  the 
effect  on  the  quantity  of  chlorides  in  the  estuary  due  to  increased 
depletive  water  use  and  sea  level  rise.     Sea  level  data  will  be  updated 
periodically  to  assess  sea  level  trends. 

An  investigation  of  the  reliability  of  the  DYNDEL  estuary  water  quality 
model  funded  by  the  City  of  Philadelphia  has  concluded  that  the  model  has 
the  tendency  to  under  predict  dissolved  oxygen  concentrations  compared 
to  observed  values.     A  consultant,  retained  by  the  Conrniission  to  evaluate 
the  model,  has  recommended  a  new  model  be  developed  for  the  estuary. 
This  recommendation  is  currently  under  review.      Concurrently  funding 
alternatives  are  and  will  be  investigated  for  state  pass-through  under 
Sections  205(j)(l)  and  604(b)  of  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

Completion  of  a  water  quality  model  for  the  Delaware  River  from  Hancock 
to  the  Delaware  Water  Gap  is  anticipated  for  late  FY  1995.    The  model  will 
be  used  for  further  studies  and  implementation  programs  for  Special 
Protection    Waters. 

The  Commission  staff  is  working  with  the  Malvern  office  of  the  U.S. 
Geological  Survey  to  develop  a  watershed  assessment  model  for  the 
Neshaminy  Creek  Basin  in  the  Ground  Water  Protected  Area  in 
Southeastern  Pennsylvania.     The  resulting  computer  program  and  GIS 
maps  will  be  used  in  future  water  allocation  actions  by  the  Commission. 

As  part  of  the  program  to  monitor  depletive  use  in  the  Basin,  a  database 
system  instaUed  on  the  Commission  computer  is  being  used  to  store 
continuing  collection  of  water  use  data  from  surface  and  ground  water 

ERBC-IS 


898 


users.     This  comprehensive  database  will  also  provide  the  basis  for  the 
water  charging  system  to  pay  for  the  flnancing  of  the  proposed  F.E.  Walter 
Reservoir  modiHcation  and  also  monitor  changes  in  depletive  water  use. 

It  is  anticipated  that  approval  to  acquire  a  Geographic  Information  System 
(GIS)  will  be  secured  in  FY  1995  and  a  Geographic  Information  System 
Manager  will  be  hired  in  FY  1996.    The  GIS  will  be  used  to  form  a  detailed 
data  base  of  the  location  of  water  withdrawals  and  discharges,  projects  and 
facilities  and  various  layers  of  associated  data  for  the  purpose  of  analyzing 
the  impact  of  these  withdrawals  and  discharges  on  the  basin  water 
resources.     This  capability  will  also  be  aligned  with  the  work  presently 
ongoing  with  our  association  with  the  National  Park  Service  in  the  Upper 
Delaware. 

Flood  Loss  Reduction:     State  and  County  emergency  managers  have 
expressed  interest  in  completion  of  Flood  Stage  Forecast  maps  and  proHles 
which  relate  forecast  stages  at  USGS  gaging  stations  to  areas  of  expected 
flooding. 

The  Commission's  primary  objective  in  flood  loss  reduction  is  to  improve 
emergency  communication  through:      1)  production  of  Flood  Stage  Forecast 
maps  and  proHles;  2)  promotion  of  efforts  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
Philadelphia  District,  to  install  automated  flood  warning  systems  in  the 
Lehigh  and  Assunpink  watersheds;  3)  promotion  of  full  utilization  by  all 
basin  counties  of  the  Local  Flash  Flood  Warning  assistance  provided  by  the 
National  Weather  Service;  and  4)  collection  and  distribution  of  flood 
forecast  information  to  the  public  when  required. 

In  FY  1996,  the  effort  wiU  continue  to  determine  the  availability  to  county 
agencies  of  flood  forecasts  on  tributaries  and  of  flood  preparedness  maps. 
Initial   surveys  with  county  emergency  managers   have  indicated  that  -the 
degree  of  preparedness  for  flood  events  varies  by  county.     Some  managers 
have  expressed  needs  for  Hnding  funding  for  setting  up  flood  warning 
systems  and  for  obtaining  the  topographic  data  required  to  prepare 
detailed  flood  preparedness  maps  for  flood  prone  tributaries.     To 
acconunodate  some  of  these  needs  technology  transfer  workshops  will  be 
planned  in  which  technical  experts  and  the  county  personnel  involved  in 
flood  preparedness  will  be  brought  together  so  the  needs  and  possible 
solutions  can  be  discussed. 
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Future   Water   Supply:     As  an  equitable  means  of  financing  future  water 
supply  storage  in  Francis  E.  Walter  project,  the  DRBC  has  recommended 
that  Congress  should  amend  Section   IS.  1(b)  of  the  Compact  and  eliminate 
exemption  from  charges  for  pre-compact  users  for  specific  Delaware  River 
Basin  projects.     If  appropriate  Congressional  action  was  forthcoming,  the 
Commission  would  hold  public  hearings  and  revise  the  existing  water 
charging  program  to  apply  to  all  users.     The  new  charging  program  could 
be  implemented  upon  the  Compact  modification. 

Ground  Water  Protected   Area:     Under  contractual  arrangements  with  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  the  Commission  will  continue  to  administer  special 
regulations  regarding  the  use  of  ground  water  in  portions  of  Berks,  Bucks, 
Chester,  Lehigh  and  Montgomery  Counties,  Pennsylvania.     These  special 
regulations   apply   to  the   Commission's  designated   "Southeastern 
Pennsylvania  Ground  Water  Protected  Area."     In  addition  to  meeting  all 
current  requirements  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  and  Rules  of  Practice  and 
Procedures,   applicants   seeking  permission   to  withdraw  more   than    10,000 
gallons  per  day  are  required  to  demonstrate  that  the  requested  use  will 
not  (1)  render  supplies  in  the  underground  Basin  unreliable,  (2)  cause 
long-term  progressive  lowering  of  water  levels,  (3)  cause  water  quality 
degradation,  (4)  result  in  permanent  loss  of  storage  capacity  nor  (5) 
substantially  impact  perennial  streams.      Such   applicants  are  required   to 
take  a  number  of  conservation  measures  and  Hie  a  drought  emergency 
plan  with  the  Commission.     All  present  users  of  more  than  10,000  gallons 
per  day  were  required  to  register  their  wells  with  the  Commission  in  order 
to  attain  the  protection  by  the  declaration. 
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DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
FY  1996  OPERATING  BUDGET 


Revenues: 

Signatory  Parties: 

Delaware 

New  Jersey. 

New  York. 1 

Pennsylvania. 

Federal  Government 

Miscellaneous: 

Odier 

EPA  Water  Quality  Oram. 

General  Fund- Working  Ci^rital 

TOTAL  ALL  SOURCES 


FY  1994 

FY  1995 

FY  1996 

Budget 

Budget 

Budget 

Adopted 

Adopted 

Request 

$285,800 

$300,000 

$344,000 

$548,100 

$609,000 

$688,000 

$269,600 

$427,000 

$481,500 

$672,200 

$609,000 

$688,000 

$488,000   * 

$478,000   * 

$551,000 

$275,000 

$285,000 

$274,000 

$240,000 

$240,000 

$240,000 

I $143,800 

$105,000 
$3,053,000   ♦ 

$60,000 

$2,922,500   * 

$3,326,500 

Expenditures: 

Pciiind  Services $1,707,000  $1,775,000  $1,947,000 

Special  &  Contractual  Services.....  $205,000  $203,000  $258,000 

Services  Other  Than  Personnel.......  $69,600  $88,500  $94,000 

SuppUes  &  Materials. $67,000  $68,500  $73,000 

Space $200,500  $131,000  $202,000 

Comi^i^cations. $54,000  $54,000  $52,000 

TraveL                  ..  $30,000  $30,000  $31,000 

Maint^ce  &  Replacement. $91,500  $175,000  $88,000 

Equipment  Purchase  or  Rental $21,000  $21,000  $22,000 

Grants.  Fringe  Benefits  &  Other.....  $499,900  $517,000  $559,000 


TOTAL  EXPENDITURES.- 


$2,945,500   ♦     $3,063,000   *      $3,326,000 


•  The  total  amounts  for  revenues  and  expenditures  are  not  the  same  because  the 
Commission  formaUy  adopted  a  budget  previous  to  the  development  of  the  President's 
budget     Also,  the  amount  of  the  FY  1994  Federal  Contribution  was  $23,000  higher 
in  the  Commission's  adopted  budget  for  FY  1995.  it  was  $10,000  higher. 
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DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
CONTRIBUTION  TO  DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

COMPARISON  OF  FUNDING 


Budget   Aothority 


Appropriation/Activity 

Contribution  to  Delaware  River 
Basin  Coaunissian~..-.^..-..~... 


1994 
Actual 


1995 
Estimate 


1996 
Estimate 


$488,000      S478.000      $551,000 


SUMMARY  OF  INCREASES/DECREASES  FOR  1996  BY  ACTIVITY 


1996 
Base 


Activity:     Contribution  to  die 

fjHlllllllttglfffl 


Increase 
1996         (+)or 
Estimate      Decrease  (•) 


$478,000      $551,000     +$73,000 


To  provide  for  the  1996  Federal  share  of  the  annual  expenses  of  the  Delaware 
River  Basin  Commission. 


JUSTIFICATION 

Contribution  to  the  Commission:    Hscal  Year  1995.  $478,000:  Fiscal  Year  1996. 
$551,000;  an  increase  of  $73,000. 


Increase  (+)  or 
Decieaae  (-) 

Amomit 


Positions 


Total  Total 

Program       Positions     Explanation 


••T73/XX) 


$551,000 


Federal  contribution  to 
1996  current  expense 
budget  of  the  Delaware 
River  Basin  Commission. 
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DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIS  COMMISSION 
CONTRIBUTION  TO  DELAWARE  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

For  payment  of  the  United  States  share  of  the  cunent  expenses  of  the  Delaware  River 
Basin  Commission,  as  authorized  by  law  (75  Stat    706.  707).  $551,000.    (Energy  and 
Water  Development  Appropriations  Act.   1995). 


Program  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification    code    46-0102-0-1-301  1994  1995  1996 

Actual  Estimate        Estimate 


Program  by  activities: 


10.00         Contribution  to  the  Commission 
(objea  class  41.0) ~ 


90.00         Outlays... 


488  478  551 


Financing: 

40.00       Budget  authority  (appropriation) 488  478  551 

Relation  of  obligations  to  outlays: 
71.00         Obligations  incurred,  net... 488  478  551 


488  478  551 
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STATEMENT  FOR  THE  RECORD,  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER 
DEVELOPMENT,  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS,  US  HOUSE  OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 

E«ni:RSTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE  POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 

February  6,  1995 


The  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac  River  Basin  (ICPRB)  welcomes  the  opportunity  to 
submit  this  statement  in  support  of  its  request  for  a  federal  appropriation  of  $524,000  for  Fiscal 
Year  1996. 

A  federal  investment  in  the  programs  of  ICPRB  is  money  well  spent  for  the  Potomac  region  and 
the  nation.  As  you  become  familiar  with  the  Commission  and  its  goals  through  the  material 
presented  in  this  statement,  we  feel  that  you  will  recognize  the  ICPRB  as  an  exercise  in  good 
govemment--inclusive,  cooperative,  and  responsive  to  the  needs  of  the  residents  of  the  Potomac 
basin,  including  the  Nation's  Capital,  and  the  federal  and  state  agencies  that  serve  them.  Projects 
in  which  the  Commission  is  involved  also  have  the  potential  to  affect  areas  beyond  the  basin.  This 
has  been  accomplished  through  the  Commission's  partnerships  established  at  all  levels  of 
government-partnerships  that  have  accomplished  results  with  efficiencies  that  could  not  have 
been  otherwise  attained.  These  cost-effective,  innovative  solutions  to  water  quality  and  resources 
problems  have  been  transferred  to  other  regions  with  similar  concerns. 

In  fact,  the  ICPRB,  an  interstate  compact  commission  approved  by  Congress  in  1940,  was  formed 
to  address  water  quality  problems  using  some  of  the  concepts  being  discussed  by  Congress  today— 
an  emphasis  on  streamlined,  efficient,  responsive  solutions  to  problems  that  do  not  increase  the 
regulatory  burden.  At  the  Commission's  inception,  the  Potomac  River  and  its  tributaries  had 
suffered  much  abuse  throughout  the  five  signatory  jurisdictions  that  comprise  the  basin  (the  District 
of  Columbia,  Maryland,  Pennsylvania,  Virginia,  and  West  Virginia).  Acid  mine  drainage  had 
rendered  hundreds  of  miles  of  West  Virginia  and  western  Maryland  streams  lifeless.  Soil  erosion 
clouded  waterways  draining  agricultural  lands  in  Pennsylvania,  Maryland,  and  Virginia.  The 
Potomac  that  flowed  just  a  few  miles  fi^om  the  Capitol  was  vile  with  sewage,  and  a  breeding  ground 
for  disease.  The  problem  was  not  a  new  one,  as  Abraham  Lincoln  was  said  to  spend  humid  summer 
nights  away  from  a  White  House  steeped  in  the  stench  from  the  river. 

Officials  of  the  Potomac  basin  states  and  your  predecessors  in  Congress  realized  that  bringing  the 
river  back  to  health  would  require  the  cooperation  of  many  governmental  bodies  and  the  support  of 
the  citizens  they  represented.  Their  vision,  that  the  quality  of  waters  should  be  dealt  with  on  a 
watershed,  rather  than  a  jurisdictional  basis,  is  a  concept  that  has  recently  returned  to  favor  because 
of  its  effectiveness.  They  created  an  organization,  nonregulatory  in  nature,  that  could  serve  as  a 
way  for  states  to  cooperatively  find  the  best  solutions  to  pressing  water  quality  problems.    Without 
adding  new  layers  of  regulation,  the  ICPRB  has  fostered  cooperation  among  the  states  and  the 
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many  federal  interests  in  the  basin  and  helped  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  efiFort  or  overlap  of 
resources.  Commission  efforts  also  have  succeeded  through  consensus-building  in  a  way  that 
promotes  citizen  involvement  in  the  decision-making  process  in  their  local  watersheds.  In  addition,   . 
years  of  partnerships  with  a  wide  range  of  agencies  have  garnered  a  reputation  for  high-quality 
work  that  has  created  a  demand  for  the  Commission's  expertise. 

Commission  projects  for  the  coming  year  are  presented  in  Attachment  11  to  this  document.  Several 
areas  of  Commission  involvement  are  highlighted  here  as  examples  of  efforts  to  address  problems 
through  nonregulatory  partnerships  that  promote  efiBciency  and  cooperation. 

MetropoliUn  Washington,  D.C.,  Water  Supply 

The  Potomac  River  is  the  major  source  of  supply  for  the  three  water  suppliers  (the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  Washington  Aqueduct  Division  serving  the  District  and  parts  of  Virginia,  the 
Fairfax  County  Water  Authority  serving  Northern  Virginia,  and  the  Washington  Suburban  Sanitary 
Commission  serving  the  Maryland  suburbs)  that  provide  the  bulk  of  the  metropolitan  area's  potable 
water.  Growth  and  development  pressures  risked  a  wasteful,  competitive  struggle  for  control  of 
this  water  supply.  (Current  summertime  water  demand  can  exceed  the  river's  historical  low  flow  by 
more  than  100-million  gallons  per  day.)  Acting  without  the  "stick"  of  regulatory  authority,  ICPRB 
led  the  federal,  state,  and  local  jurisdictions  in  forging  a  cooperative  regional  approach  to  water 
supply  management  that  has  assured  a  reliable  supply  of  raw  water  for  the  metropolitan  area.  These 
governments  and  utilities  used  the  ICPRB  Compact  to  create  the  ICPRB  Section  for  Cooperative 
Water  Supply  Operations  on  the  Potomac  (CO-OP).  Under  CO-OP,  these  entities  agreed  to  joint 
operation  and  management  of  the  resource.  Through  CO-OP  research  and  the  agreement  of  the 
utilities,  operating  rules  were  established  that  eliminated  the  need  to  construct  15  major  reservoirs 
recommended  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

During  periods  of  low  flow,  CO-OP  coordinates  the  operation  of  the  metropolitan  area  water 
utilities,  allocating  water  and  coordinating  reservoir  releases  to  assure  a  reliable  supply  of  water 
while  maintaining  flow  for  aquatic  habitat.  Drought  preparedness  is  maintained  through  an  annual 
drought  simulation  exercise.  In  addition,  CO-OP  continues  to  coordinate  re^onal  water  supply 
planning,  including  long-tenn  demand  forecasting,  and  analysis  of  future  sources  of  water  supply. 
Attachment  n  (Water  Supply/Water  Resources)  describes  several  incidents  illustrating  the 
Commission's  ability  to  collaborate  with  diverse  groups  and  share  its  expertise  in  addressing  water 
management  problems.  FoUowing  a  1993  fuel  spill  from  a  ruptured  pipeline  that  threatened 
metropolitan  area  water  supplies,  the  Commission  has  participated  in  a  risk  assessment  quality  team 
sponsored  by  the  federal  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  (OPS)  and  the  American  Petroleum  Institute. 
The  Commission  also  is  providing  input  for  the  New  Jersey  Institute  of  Technology's  ongoing 
Pipeline  Infrastructure  Study,  sponsored  by  OPS. 

Another  example  of  the  Commission's  role  as  an  innovative  partner  came  after  a  1993  breakdown  in 
the  filtration  process  at  a  metropolitan  Washington  treatment  plant.  In  addition  to  the  technical 
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problems,  there  was  a  breakdown  in  regional  emergency  notification  plans  and  coordinated 
communications  among  affected  government  agencies.  A  review  resulted  in  a  cooperative  effort 
among  regulators,  managers,  and  water  suppliers  from  all  levels  of  government  to  revise,  update, 
and  coordinate  the  emergency  plans.  The  ICPRB  CO-OP  was  deeply  involved  in  creating  a 
streamlined,  coordinated  notification  and  communication  process  by  drawing  upon  its  own 
procedures  and  regular  exercises. 


Chesapeake  Bay  Program 

The  Chesapeake  Bay  is  a  recognized  national  treasure  whose  troubled  waters  are  the  focus  of 
intense  federal/state/local  restoration  eflforts.  The  ICPRB,  especially  well-suited  to  efforts  based  on 
watershed-based  problem  solving,  is  an  important  part  of  the  program.  The  best  example  of  this 
work  is  the  nutrient  reduction  strategy  agreed  on  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  the  participating  states  (Maryland,  Virginia,  Pennsylvania)  and  the  Distrirt  of  Columbia.  The 
goal,  to  reduce  nutrient  loadings  by  40  percent  in  each  major  Chesapeake  tributary  watershed,  is 
perhaps  the  program's  most-important  to  date.  As  the  second-largest  bay  tributary,  the  Potomac 
(with  a  basin  shared  by  all  four  jurisdictions)  presents  special  challenges.  The  ICPRB  is  working 
with  these  jurisdictions  to  coordinate  their  efforts  into  a  single  strategy  for  the  Potomac  basin.  The 
work  includes  technical  studies  and  analysis  for  each  jurisdiction,  as  well  as  keeping  all  of  them 
informed  of  overall  progress.  The  Commission  has  developed  options  for  each  of  the  jurisdictions 
using  innovative  analytical  methods  that  help  the  states  determine  the  efficiency  and  cost 
effectiveness  of  a  wide  range  of  options.  This  research  also  has  been  used  by  researchers  in  other 
Chesapeake  basins,  including  the  Patuxent  and  Susquehanna  watersheds.  The  Commission  also  is 
directly  involved  in  many  of  the  bay  program's  work  groups  and  subcommittees.  Along  vnth  a 
public  information  effort  to  encourage  citizen  education  and  involvement,  the  work  highlights  many 
of  the  methods  mandated  in  the  Commission's  compaa  providing  interstate,  basin-wide 
coordination,  stimulation  of  federal  and  state  action,  basin-wide  water  quality  evaluations,  liaison 
with  citizens  and  government  groups,  and  provision  of  technical  services  and  expertise. 


Watershed  Restoration 

Several  areas  of  the  basin  are  the  object  of  specialized,  multi-disciplinary  efforts  at  watershed 
revitalization.  The  North  Branch  Potomac  watershed  is  an  especially  challenging  area.  The  region 
has  suffered  greatly  from  streams  acidified  by  mostly  abandoned  coal  mining  operations,  leaving 
hundreds  of  miles  of  streams  severely  impacted  and  in  some  cases,  lifeless.  The  region's  waters  also 
were  heavily  stressed  from  industrial  uses,  the  majority  of  which  have  been  closed  for  a  decade  or 
more.  The  watershed  suffers  not  only  from  acid  mine  drainage,  but  from  the  economic  vacuum  left 
by  the  closed  industries. 

Water  quality  has  greatly  improved  in  parts  of  the  watershed.  The  Jennings  Randolph  Reservoir, 
operated  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineen,  has  greatly  eased  acidic  impacts  downstream. 
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Other  areas  have  benefitted  fi-om  mine  remediation  efiForts  by  the  federal  and  state  mining  bureaus, 
the  mining  industry,  and  ICPRB.  The  Commission  is  working  with  the  states  of  Maryland,  West 
Virginia,  and  several  federal  agencies  to  create  an  environment  that  fosters  economic  growth 
through  water  quality  and  related  improvements.  Planned  establishment  of  a  world-class  trout 
fishery  and  related  recreational  enhancements  could  create  a  strong  tourism  industry  for  the  region. 
The  Commission  has  played  a  key  role  in  creating  a  multi-state  and  federal  structure  to  forward  the 
goal  of  a  sustainable  fishery,  along  with  other  forms  of  recreation,  including  hiking  and  Whitewater 
rafting.  The  Commission  was  instrumental  in  establishing  agreements  between  the  governors  of 
Maryland  and  West  Virginia  that  established  a  task  force  to  work  with  all  levels  of  government  and 
the  public  to  steer  efforts  toward  these  goals. 

Some  management  challenges  in  the  North  Branch  watershed  are  of  a  different  nature,  but  still 
respond  to  the  formation  of  partnerships  for  their  solution.  One  such  case  is  Evitts  Creek,  which 
flows  fi'om  Pennsylvania  into  Maryland,  meeting  the  North  Branch  Potomac  at  Cumberland,  Md. 
Reservoirs  located  in  the  Pennsylvania  portion  of  the  stream  provide  the  potable  water  source  for 
Cumberland.  The  reservoirs  have  been  impacted  by  algae  growth,  probably  fi-om  agriculture, 
forestry,  and  other  impacts  that  have  caused  increasing  water  treatment  problems  for  the  Maryland 
town.  The  Commission  has  been  working  with  the  two  states  and  local  governments  to  develop  a 
cooperative  management  plan  that  will  protect  water  quality  in  the  reservoirs  and  address 
recreational  use.  The  ICPRB  is  reviewing  potential  impacts,  possible  remedies,  and  helping  to 
establish  relationships  between  the  affected  parties  that  will  result  in  a  management  plan  to  improve 
water  quality  in  the  Evitts  Creek  watershed  and  the  North  Branch. 

The  ICPRB  also  is  a  lead  agency  in  restoration  efforts  for  the  Anacostia  watershed,  a  metropolitan 
Washington  Potomac  tributary.  The  ICPRB  is  one  of  more  than  60  local,  state,  and  federal  agencies 
involved  in  a  unique  effort  at  comprehensive  restoration  of  a  heavily  polluted  urban  waterway.  The 
Commission's  duties  include  technical  studies  regarding  nutrient  transport,  non-point  sources  of 
pollution,  toxics  loadings,  biological  restoration,  and  other  issues,  as  well  as  keeping  the  public 
informed  and  active  in  the  restoration  effort.  The  Commission's  public  outreach  program  has 
reached  more  than  60,000  watershed  residents,  recognizing  that  a  successfiil  revitalization  effort 
will  require  strong  support  from  the  watershed's  residents. 

Many  other  Commission  programs  are  aimed  at  basin-wide  restoration  or  research  efforts.  The 
Commission  works  in  partnerships  with  all  the  state  governments  in  the  basin  and  the  many  federal 
agencies  with  various  regional  duties.  For  example,  the  Commission  will  be  working  with  the 
Texas  Agricultural  Experiment  Station  and  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  in  the 
Potomac  basin  as  part  of  a  national  effort  in  regional  hydrologic  modeling. 


Pbnning 

As  noted  with  the  Anacostia,  the  success  of  many  programs,  both  environmental  and 
developmental,  rely  on  vigorous  public  interest  and  support.  When  the  decision-making  process  of 
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government  is  citizen-inclusive,  the  end  product  is  more  likely  to  be  considered  an  overall  success. 
Over  the  past  several  years,  the  Conunission  has  attempted  to  foster  its  policy  of  mclusion 
throughout  the  basin  with  its  Potomac  Visions  project.  The  project  seeks  to  provide  the  necessary 
tools  for  interested  citizens  and  groups  to  work  with  government  in  helping  guide  development  and 
preservation  efforts  locally.  The  effort  has  produced  a  video  on  the  Potomac's  environmental 
heritage,  a  report  highlighting  locally  driven  watershed  management,  and  a  directory  of  government 
agencies  and  citizens  groups  throughout  the  Potomac  watershed.  Those  interested  in  watershed 
protection  aitd  development  issues  can  use  the  directory  to  identify  government  agencies  concerned, 
and  network  with  other  public  and  private  groups.  A  recent  Commission  report  highlighted  findings 
of  the  effort. 


"♦-♦♦♦-^-^^-^-X-^ 


The  benefits  brought  to  the  federal,  state,  and  local  jurisdictions  through  ICPRB  efforts  are 
numerous.  The  Commission  has  worked  since  1940  to  coordinate  the  interests  of  these 
jurisdictions  and  the  public  on  chronic  and  emerging  problems  to  provide  efficient,  inclusive, 
nonregulatory  solutions  to  protect  and  preserve  the  water  quality  and  related  land  resources  of  the 
Potomac  River  basin.  The  federal  contribution  to  this  agency  allows  for  progress  that  could  not  be 
attained  by  any  one  jurisdiction.  The  ICPRB  has  helped  eliminate  duplication  of  effort  by  the  states 
and  has  achieved  solutions  to  watershed  problems  that  have  been  used  by  others  outside  the  region, 
providing  a  good  return  on  federal  dollars.  We  appreciate  the  continued  support  of  the  Congress  in 
fulfilling  our  duties  mandated  in  the  compact  creating  the  Commission. 
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ATTAPHMFNT  T 

BUDGET  JUSTIFICATION  MATERIAL 

INTERSTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE  POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 

Proposed  Expenditures  for  Fiscal  Years  1995  &  1996 
($000) 

Estimated 
F.xppnditiiTff  ratpgnrifts FV  1995 FY  1996 

Personnel  Salaries  &  Benefits  $  1,210.  $  1.259. 

Rent,  Office  Expense,  Travel, 

Publications,  etc.                                                                   368.                                384. 
rnnsiiltanfs  A  Cnntracts __ _ ^Ml— — ^ SdL. 

TOTAL  Expenditures  $  2,138.  $  2,204. 

TOTAL  Staff  21  21 


Proposed  Contributions  St  other  Projected  Income  for  FY  1995  &  1996 
($000) 


Income  Snurcf. 


Signatory  States 

District  of  Columbia 
Maryland 
Pennsylvania 
Virginia 

Wc«  Virginia 


48. 

$    49. 

108. 

112. 

33. 

34. 

104. 

108. 

V 

10 

Subtotal,  States  330.  342. 

Direct  U.S.  Appropriation  511.  524. 
USEPA  Annual  Program  Grant, 

Sec.  106  Fed.Clean  Water  Act  160.  160. 

CO-OP  Contribution  from  Water  Util.'  230.  239. 

rtth^r  Snnrri^WMp^r    Pmi'^!    Tnt    Mr.^ SIH W. 

TOTAL  Income  2.138.  2,204. 


(I)        Washington  Suburban  Sanitary  Commission  (MD).  Fairfax  County  Water  Authority  (VA).  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  thru  die  Washington  Aqueduct  Division,  COE. 
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Attachment  II 

INTERSTATE  COMMISSION  ON  THE  POTOMAC  RIVER  BASIN 

History 

The  Interstate  Commission  on  the  Potomac  River  Basin  (ICPRB)  was  created  with  the  Potomac 
Basin  Conservancy  Compact  of  1940  by  the  signatory  bodies:  the  commonwealths  of  Virginia  and 
Pennsylvania,  the  states  of  Maryland  and  West  Virginia,  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  1940 
Compact  was  developed  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  pollution  in  the  Potomac  drainage  area  and 
was  approved  by  Congress  on  July  11,  1940.  The  signatory  bodies  later  ratified  amendments  to 
the  Compact,  broadening  the  Commission's  coordination,  investigation,  and  education 
responsibilities  to  include  "development,  utilization  and  conservation  of  the  water  and  associated 
land  resources  of  the  basin."  The  Congress  approved  the  amendments  with  the  passage  of  Public 
Law  91-407  on  September  15,  1970.  Members  of  the  Commission  are  appointed  by  the  Chief 
Executive  (Governor  or  Mayor)  of  each  signatory  body  according  to  provisions  of  its  ratifying 
statute  and  by  the  President  for  the  federal  government. 

Service  Area 

The  service  area  covers  the  14,670  square  miles  of  the  Potomac  drainage  basin,  encompassing  all 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  parts  of  Maryland,  Peruisylvania,  Virginia,  and  West  Virginia, 
including  several  thousand  square  miles  of  national  parks  and  forests,  military  installations,  and 
other  federally-owned  lands.  Basin  population  is  4. 58  million  people. 

Organization 

All  ICPRB  responsibilities  under  the  Compact  are  vested  in  the  Commission  and  administered  by 
the  Commissioners  (three  cor.imissioners  plus  alternates  fi-om  each  of  the  four  states  and  the 
District  of  Columbia,  and  three  Commissioners  fi-om  the  federal  government)  through  an 
Executive  Director  and  staff  located  in  Rockville,  Md.  The  Commissioners  meet  quarterly  to 
carry  out  policy  direction  and  other  responsibilities.  Between  quarterly  meetings,  this  function  is 
vested  in  the  Executive  Committee,  composed  of  one  member  fi-om  each  jurisdiction. 

Work  Programs  and  Related  Projects 

The  ICPRB  initiates  projects  to  address  specific  issues  of  interest  to  one  or  more  of  the  signatory 
states.  The  ICPRB  staflFalso  contribute  to  interagency  and  inter-jurisdictional  committees  formed 
to  resolve  problems  that  affect  resource  management  and  water  quality  in  the  Potomac  basin. 
Projects  are  supported  with  ICPRB  funds,  or  through  a  combination  of  ICPRB  funds  and  project- 
specific  funding  firom  individual  states  and  the  federal  agencies. 
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The  work  of  the  Commission  falls  under  four  major  categories:  water  supply/water  resources, 
water  quality,  living  resources,  and  public  information  and  education.  A  description  of  projects 
within  these  categories  is  presented  as  follows: 

WATER  SUPPLY/WATER  RESOURCES 

Metropolitan  Water  Supply 

Within  ICPRB,  most  of  the  water  supply  functions  are  carried  out  by  the  Section  for 
Cooperative  Water  Supply  Operations  on  the  Potomac  (CO-OP).  The  CO-OP  was  created  by 
the  signatory  states  in  1978  with  the  support  of  the  Washington,  D.C.,  metropolitan  water 
utilities'  in  order  to  institutionalize  the  cooperative  allocation  of  Potomac  River  water  during 
low  flow  periods. 

The  CO-OP  coordinates  of  the  Potomac  Water  Supply  Coordination  Agreement  signed  on  July 
22,  1982.  The  Agreement  commits  the  three  major  water  suppliers  to  joint  cooperative 
utilization  of  the  regional  water  resources  to  maximize  municipal  water  supply  reliability  for 
the  Washington  Metropolitan  Area  (WMA)  while  maintaining  Potomac  River  instream  flows 
to  protect  water  quality  and  aquatic  habitat.  The  operation  of  both  water  supply  reservoirs  in 
the  lower  basin,  as  well  as  upper  basin  reservoir  storage  that  is  jointly  owned  by  the  water 
suppliers,  is  closely  coordinated  and  integrated  with  reservoir  operations  for  flood  control, 
recreation  and  water  quality  purposes  on  the  Savage  River  and  the  North  Branch  Potomac 
River. 

The  CO-OP  has  developed  and  continues  to  refine  coordinated  operation  among  the  three 
major  WMA  water  suppliers.   Cooperative  operating  activities  include  forecasts  of  both 
streamflow  and  water  use,  as  well  as  operating  recommendations  to  assure  reservoir  refill, 
maintain  environmentally  based  instream  flows,  and  assure  cost-effective  operation.  The 
CO-OP'S  coordination  of  joint  water  resource  operations  has  enabled  the  WMA  water  supply 
utilities  to  forgo  construction  of  additional  reservoir  storage  in  the  Potomac  basin  until  well 
after  the  year  2000,  substituting  interstate  cooperation  for  construction.  The  resulting  savings 
in  construction  costs  have  been  estimated  to  exceed  $350  million  based  on  the  best  alternatives 
identified  in  earlier  proposed  plans.  In  addition  to  this  substantial  cost  savings,  the  largely 
non-structural  solution  to  meeting  the  WMA  water  supply  needs  has  satisfied  the  region's 
demands  without  requiring  any  water  use  restrictions  such  as  those  that  have  been  imposed  on 
water  uses  in  the  Delaware  River  and  other  sources  in  the  eastern  United  States. 

To  maintain  the  reliability  of  the  region's  water  supply,  ICPRB  CO-OP  prepares  periodic 
long-term  water  demand  projections  and  assessments  of  resources  to  meet  those  demands.  An 


'  Washington  Suburban  Sanitary  Commission  (MD),  Fairfax  County  Water  Authority 
(VA),  and  the  Washington  Aqueduct  Division,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (DC) 
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annual  drought  exercise  is  conducted  each  summer  to  maintain  drought  preparedness  and  to 
test  water  resource  operating  procedures  developed  and  maintained  by  CO-OP.  Staff  from  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  major  WMA  water  suppliers  participate  in  the  two- 
week-long  CO-OP  exercises.  The  CO-OP  has  the  further  responsibility  of  protecting  instream 
biological  habitat  by  forecasting  the  need  for  low  flow  augmentation  releases  and  allocating 
existing  withdrawals  to  assure  that  regionally  determined  instream  flow  targets  are  satisfied 
downstream  of  water  supply  intakes.  The  CO-OP  also  is  working  with  the  regional  water 
suppliers  in  the  appraisal  of  new  sources  and  the  optimal  sizing  of  rehabilitated  water  treatment 
works.  The  CO-OP  Section  is  representing  the  WMA  water  suppliers'  significant  interests  as 
partners  with  local,  state,  and  private  sector  interests  in  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers' 
reallocation  study  of  Jennings  Randolph  Reservoir. 

In  March  1993,  a  ruptured  Colonial  Pipeline  petroleum  transmission  line  spilled  over  400,000 
gallons  of  diesel  fuel  into  Sugarland  Run  (a  Virginia  tributary  to  the  Potomac  River)  just 
upstream  from  the  WMA  water  supply  intakes.   Although  the  spill  shut  down  the  Fairfax 
County  Water  Authority's  Potomac  River  treatment  plant  for  more  than  two  weeks,  high 
streamflows  prevented  closure  of  most  of  the  area's  plants.  Since  that  accident,  CO-OP 
Section  has  undertaken  activities  to  address  the  long-term  risk  of  such  an  accident  recurring. 
The  Commission  is  a  member  of  a  unique  Risk  Assessment  Quality  Team,  jointly  sponsored 
by  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  (OPS)  and  the  American  Petroleum  Institute  (API).  The  team 
is  charged  with  characterizing  the  current  use  of  risk  assessment  and  risk  management  within 
the  pipeline  industry,  and  recommending  methodologies,  concepts,  and  strategies  to  promote 
the  use  of  risk  assessment  and  risk  management  by  government  and  industry  to  achieve  the 
common  goals  of  a  safer  and  more  efficient  pipeline  system.  The  Commission  also  is  part  of  a 
team  of  environmental  experts  providing  input  to  the  New  Jersey  Institute  of  Technology's 
ongoing  Pipeline  Infrastructure  Study,  sponsored  by  the  OPS. 

Following  a  December  1993  breakdown  in  the  filtration  process  at  the  WMA  Dalecarlia 
treatment  plant,  EPA  issued  a  "boil  water"  alert  for  the  service  area.  This  incident  highlighted 
a  breakdown  in  the  regional  plans  for  emergency  notification  and  coordinated  communication. 
The  resulting  review  resulted  in  a  cooperative  effort  between  regulators,  managers  and  water 
suppliers  from  federal,  state,  and  local  governments,  to  completely  revise  and  update  the 
region's  emergency  water  supply  plans.  A  revised  regional  plan  was  developed  to  anticipate 
both  treatment  and  distribution  system  emergencies,  such  as  the  boil  water  alert,  as  well  as 
river-wide  emergencies  that  could  effect  multiple  utilities,  such  as  the  Colonial  Pipeline  Spill. 
Throughout  this  process,  CO-OP  served  as  the  chair  of  the  utilities  subcommittee,  representing 
the  region's  water  suppliers  and  distributors  as  well  as  local  environmental  managers. 

The  unique  cooperative  and  largely  non-structural  approach  to  regional  water  supply  planning 
and  management  implemented  through  CO-OP  continues  to  serve  as  a  model  for  resource 
development  in  other  areas.  The  CO-OP  regularly  shares  its  approach  to  cost-effective,  non- 
structural management  with  water  resource  managers  nationally  and  abroad.  The  ICPRB 
Toxic  Spill  Model  of  the  Potomac  River  and  major  tributaries  (described  under  Water  Quality) 
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is  used  to  estimate  time  of  travel  when  dangerous  materials  are  spilled  or  accidentally 
discharged  into  the  river.  Staff  often  play  an  important  role  in  notifying  water  suppliers  in  the 
several  states  along  the  river  in  the  event  of  a  contamination  incident. 

Reallocation  of  Storage 

ICPRB  is  a  significant  participant  in  the  Baltimore  District  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
study  of  water  storage  in  Jennings  Randolph  Lake.  The  Commission  is  responsible  for  the  low 
flow  hydrologic  analysis,  simulation  of  water  supply  operating  rules,  and  demographic  studies  in 
this  multi-year  project.  The  study  will  determine  the  feasibility  of  reaUocating  flood  control 
storage  for  consumptive  use  as  cooling  water  for  both  electrical  power  generation  and  solid  waste 
incineration,  as  well  as  municipal  water  supply. 

Shenandoah  Water  Use  Model 

The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  recently  adopted  a  comprehensive  Surface  Water  Management 
Act,  allowing  the  designation  of  "Surface  Water  Management  Areas"  for  the  protection  of 
instream  values.  The  ICPRB  is  working  with  the  Virginia  Department  of  Environmental 
Quality  to  develop  a  hydrologic  model  of  water  use  for  the  entire  Shenandoah  River  basin. 
This  ongoing  effort  allows  both  local  and  cumulative  impacts  of  current  and  proposed  surface 
water  withdrawals  to  be  quantified  and  evaluated.  This  project  is  a  direct  extension  of 
modeling  technology  transferred  to  Virginia  as  part  of  the  Commission's  participation  in  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  National  Drought  Study. 

Consumptive  Use  Management 

Recognizing  the  need  to  manage  the  Potomac's  water  resources  on  a  watershed  basis,  ICPRB 
continues  to  provide  technical  analysis  and  information  for  supporting  the  management  of 
consumptive  uses  in  all  of  the  basin  states.  In  particular,  ICPRB  provides  technical  support  to 
the  State  of  Maryland  for  its  consumptive  use  regulation.  The  regulation  requires  major  water 
users  on  the  mainstem  Potomac  and  Maryland  tributaries  to  secure  alternative  water  sources  or 
allow  their  withdrawals  to  be  interrupted  during  periods  of  critical  flow.  It  is  intended  to 
protect  the  substantial  investment  made  by  WMA  utilities  in  upstream  water  supply  storage 
while  providing  for  the  need  of  other  users. 

Flood  Control  in  the  Upper  Potomac  Basin 

ICPRB  continues  to  play  a  role  in  flood  protection,  planning  studies,  and  levee  design  for  the 
cities  of  Petersburg  and  Moorefield,  W.Va.  This  region  on  the  South  Branch  Potomac  River 
was  devastated  by  the  flood  of  November  198S.  The  Commission  has  served  as  project 
sponsor  for  the  project's  feasibility  study  with  primary  responsibility  for  interior  drainage 
analysis,  flood  warning  and  response  plans,  public  information  and  local  involvement, 
coordination  of  archaeological  investigations,  and  regional  economic  analysis.  The  ICPRB 
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will  coordinate  with  the  ongoing  U.S.  Weather  Service  -  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  flood  warning  program  and  provide  Petersburg  and 
Moorefield  with  flood  alert  capabilities  for  use  until  levees  are  built.  This  project  will  lead  to 
the  protection  of  residential,  commercial,  and  industrial  areas  in  a  region  that  is  expected  to 
continue  experiencing  economic  growth. 

C&O  Canal  National  Historical  Park 

The  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  has  called  upon  ICPRB's  hydrologic  expertise  to  assist  in 
managing  historic  resources  and  enhancing  visitor  safety  in  the  Potomac  River.  The  NPS  has 
faced  a  serious  problem  in  the  Great  Falls  area  of  the  Potomac  River,  where  a  number  of 
drownings  have  historically  been  associated  with  changes  in  Potomac  flows.  The  ICPRB 
produced  a  flow  monitoring  system  to  provide  advance  warning  of  subtle  but  critical  increases 
in  flow.  Such  flows  become  magnified  in  the  narrow  gorges  below  the  falls  and  may  trap 
visitors  on  rocks  and  islands  in  the  river.  The  ICPRB  has  developed  a  computer-based 
warning  system  as  one  of  the  mechanisms  to  help  the  rangers  at  Great  Falls  manage  the  park 
under  threatening  conditions.   ICPRB  continues  to  provide  technical  assistance  to  the  National 
Park  Service  to  support  these  flow  monitoring  efforts. 

Other  Continuing  Activities 

The  ICPRB  is  working  with  other  investigators  at  the  Johns  Hopkins  University  to  develop  a 
framework  of  computer  models  and  other  techniques  to  investigate  the  potential  effects  of 
future  climate  uncertainty  in  the  Potomac  River  basin.  The  Potomac  was  chosen  because  of 
the  extensive  analysis  previously  conducted  on  the  demand  for,  and  utilization  of,  its  water 
resources. 

The  ICPRB  continues  to  assist  with  administration  and  technical  input  and  review  of  the 
National  Drought  Study  being  conducted  by  the  Institute  for  Water  Resources  of  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

WATER  QUALITY 
Chesapeake  Bay  Program 

In  fiscal  1996,  ICPRB's  major  water  quality  emphasis  will  be  to  assist  the  states  and  EPA  in  the 
implementation  of  Chesapeake  Bay  Program  initiatives  to  reduce  nutrient  and  toxic  pollution  in 
the  Potomac  River  basin.  Projects  include  technical  studies  on  specific  issues,  and  participation  in 
Bay  Program  technical  subcommittees  (and  other  intergovernmental  committees)  charged  with 
addressing  water  quality  problems  in  the  Potomac  and  Chesapeake  watersheds.  The  ICPRB's 
contribution  in  technical  studies  and  in  intergovernmental  committees  is  unique  in  that  its  area  of 
responsibility  crosses  jurisdictional  boundaries  to  include  the  entire  watershed. 
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Recent  water  quality  projects  for  the  Bay  Program  have  included  contributions  to  the  states' 
nutrient  reduction  strategies,  and  estimating  the  loadings  of  certain  toxic  substances  to  the 
Chesapeake  Bay.  In  both  efforts,  ICPRB  offered  technical  expertise  on  the  issues  as  well  as  an 
interstate  perspective.  ICPRB  contributions  to  the  nutrient  reduction  strategies  included: 
calculating  unit  costs  and  nutrient  (nitrogen  and  phosphorus)  removal  effectiveness  for  point  and 
non  point  source  control  practices;  developing  an  optimization  methodology  in  which  competing 
objectives  of  cost,  nutrient  removal,  and  equity  can  be  compared  among  strategy  options;  and 
coordinating  the  exchange  of  information  among  the  states  to  improve  consistency  in  the 
assumptions  used  by  each  state  to  develop  its  nutrient  reduction  strategy.  The  Bay  Program  has 
asked  ICPRB  to  lead  an  intergovernmental  committee  to  review  all  the  nutrient  reduction 
strategies  as  they  are  completed.  The  Commission  also  will  be  continuing  its  past  work  on 
developing  strategies  that  are  cost  effective  and  equitable,  and  will  be  exploring  the  potential  for 
cost  savings  with  nutrient  reduction  trading  (allowing  states  to  "trade"  nutrient  reduction  credits 
to  achieve  water  quality  goals  at  lower  overall  cost).  The  Chesapeake  Bay  toxics  loading 
estimates  compiled  data  from  diverse  state,  federal,  and  academic  sources  and  provided  a  basis  for 
modeling  of  toxic  cycling  within  the  Bay.  These  are  the  first  steps  toward  understanding  the  fate 
of  contaminants  in  the  Bay.  Ultimately,  this  work  will  help  determine  where  monies  should  be 
allocated  to  most-effectiveiy  reduce  the  impact  of  toxics. 

Nutrient  Reduction  Strategies  for  Susquehanna  and  Patuxent  Basins 

Drawing  on  the  Commission's  expertise,  Maryland  and  Pennsylvania  have  requested  ICPRB 's 
assistance  in  developing  comprehensive  nutrient  reduction  strategies  for  the  Patuxent  and 
Susquehanna  River  basins.  Although  the  Commission  is  playing  the  central  role  in 
coordinating  the  development  of  the  Potomac  River  basin  nutrient  reduction  strategy,  the 
States  have  indicated  their  desire  to  use  the  analytical  techniques  developed  by  ICPRB  for 
other  Chesapeake  Bay  watersheds.  The  development  of  watershed-scale  nutrient  management 
strategies  is  a  complex  problem  in  which  regional  considerations  of  equity  and  political 
feasibility  need  to  be  balanced  against  technical  feasibility  and  cost.  The  ICPRB  has  developed 
a  decision-making  framework  to  identify  cost  effective  nutrient  reduction  strategies  for  the  Bay 
tributaries.  This  framework  integrates  the  technical  alternatives  for  controlling  both  point 
source  and  non-point  source  pollution  throughout  a  watershed  with  the  programmatic  and 
political  constraints  that  guide  these  complex  policy  decisions. 

Urban  Non-Point  Pollution 

As  the  focus  of  water  quality  management  increasingly  turns  toward  non-point  sources  of 
pollution,  the  impact  of  stormwater  runoff  from  urban  and  suburban  areas  is  receiving  greater 
scrutiny.  The  ICPRB  is  developing  planning  tools  to  improve  the  accuracy  and  quantify  the 
uncertainty  in  estimated  pollutant  loads  from  urban  stormwater  runoff.  In  addition,  the 
Commission  is  studying  the  long-term  effectiveness  of  best  management  practices  in  removing 
urban  pollutants  from  stormwater.  Together  this  work  provides  an  improved  framework  for 
evaluating  both  the  cost-effectiveness  and  the  uncertainty  in  mitigating  non-point  source 
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pollution  in  urbanized  areas.  As  a  member  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Program's  Urban 
Workgroup,  ICPRB  works  collaboratively  with  the  states  to  cost-effectively  address  common 
management  problems  related  to  urban  runoff. 

Agricultural  Non-point  pollution 

As  part  of  a  watershed  approach  to  supporting  regional  water  quality  management,  ICPRB  is 
providing  technical  support  in  integrating  field-scale  and  watershed-scale  evaluations  of 
agricultural  sources  of  non-point  pollution.  ICPRB  is  working  with  state  and  federal  agencies 
through  the  Potomac  Headwaters  Water  Quality  Project  in  West  Virginia  to  identify 
opportunities  to  maximize  the  beneficial  use  of  poultry  litter  while  minimizing  both  local  and 
downstream  water  quality  impacts.  In  another  cooperative  activity,  ICPRB  is  working  with 
the  Texas  Agricultural  Experiment  Station  and  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service  in 
the  Potomac  basin  as  part  of  their  national  effort  to  develop  regional  water  quality  models. 

Anacostia  Water  Quality  Projects 

The  Chesapeake  Bay  Program  has  declared  three  areas  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  as  "Regions  of 
Concern"  for  toxic  contamination:  the  Anacostia  River,  Elizabeth  River,  and  Baltimore  Harbor 
At  the  1993  Chesapeake  Executive  Council  meeting,  each  jurisdiction  with  a  Region  of  Concern 
(DC,  Va.,  and  Md.)  was  directed  to  develop  an  action  plan  to  address  those  problems  related  to 
toxics.  Because  of  ICPRB's  involvement  in  collecting  samples  and  evaluating  toxicity  in  the 
Anacostia,  the  District  of  Columbia  requested  ICPRB  to  write  the  District's  Anacostia  action  plan. 
The  action  plan  will  include  an  assessment  of  the  problems  and  alternatives  for  remediation  for  the 
District.  Public  participation  is  an  important  part  of  the  assessment  process.  Public  meetings  and 
roundtable  discussions  will  provide  citizen  assessment  of  the  problems  and  alternatives. 

Another  Anacostia  project  will  determine  the  volume  of  contaminated  sediments  in  the  tidal 
Anacostia  River  within  the  District  of  Columbia.  Specific  objectives  of  this  project  are:   to 
determine  the  volume  of  recentiy-deposited  sediments  in  the  lower  Anacostia  River;  to 
determine  the  concentration  and  volume  of  sediments  with  elevated  levels  of  metal  and  organic 
contaminants;  and  to  estimate  the  burial  rate  of  these  contaminants.    These  goals  or  objectives 
will  support  the  Anacostia  Regional  Action  Plan  effort  to  determine  cost-effective  management 
options  to  reduce  sediments  and  toxicity. 

A  related  project  will  determine  the  transport  of  specific  organic  contaminants  fi"om  the  Anacostia 
watershed  to  the  tidal  Anacostia  River.  Specific  objectives  include:  sampling  of  the  Northeast 
and  Northwest  branches  of  the  Anacostia  River  during  base  and  storm  flows;  analysis  of  water 
samples  for  dissolved  and  particulate  hydrocarbons,  total  PCBs,  chlordane  and  DDT;  and  load 
estimates  of  organic  contaminants  to  the  tidal  river.  This  project  also  will  provide  important 
information  in  support  of  the  Anacostia  Regional  Action  Plan. 
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The  newly  restored  Kenilworth  Marsh  (on  the  southeast  side  of  the  Anacostia  River)  may  be  a  net 
source  or  sink  of  nitrogen  and  phosphorus  to  the  Anacostia  River.  In  addition  to  malcing  these 
determinations,  this  project  will  examine  seasonal  transformations  of  the  different  nitrogen  and 
phosphorus  species  as  they  are  cycled  within  the  wetland.  This  information  will  help  our 
understanding  of  the  role  of  wetlands  in  trapping  or  recycling  nutrients  within  the  Bay  ecosystem. 

Evitts  Creek  Watershed  in  Pennsylvania  and  Maryland 

Evitts  Creek  is  a  tributary  that  begins  in  Bedford  County,  Pa.,  and  joins  the  Potomac  River  near 
Cumberland,  Md.  The  Pennsylvania  portion  of  the  watershed  contains  the  water  supply  reservoirs 
and  treatment  plant  for  the  city  of  Cumberland.  In  recent  years,  the  water  quality  of  the  reservoirs 
has  deteriorated  and  become  increasingly  difficult  to  treat  to  acceptable  standards.  The 
degradation  in  raw  water  quality  has  been  attributed  largely  to  agricultural  and  forestry  activities 
and  failing  on-lot  septic  systems  in  the  catchment  area  of  the  reservoirs.  The  ICPRB  is  a  member 
and  active  participant  in  the  Evitts  Creek  Watershed  Steering  Committee,  recently  formed  to 
address  water  quality  issues.  The  Committee  is  a  partnership  of  local  government  and  private 
representatives  voluntarily  addressing  their  mutual,  and  sometimes  conflicting,  concerns  in  the  use 
of  the  watershed  and  the  reservoirs.  The  ICPRB  staflFare  playing  a  major  role  in  developing  a 
restoration  plan  for  the  watershed  and  in  identifying  cooperative  funding  sources  to  target  and 
implement  best  management  practices  (BMPs).  A  framework  for  assessing  the  most  appropriate 
nutrient  and  sediment  management  practices  currently  is  being  developed  by  ICPRB  to  support 
resource  targeting  in  the  restoration  of  this  watershed.  This  framework  will  assist  in  the  most 
cost-effective  use  of  limited  funding  to  establish  nutrient  and  sediment  control  practices.  These 
remedies  will  then  be  cost-shared  by  land  owners. 

Toxic  Spill  Management 

ICPRB  continues  to  maintain  and  operate  the  ICPRB  Toxic  Spill  Model  for  Potomac 
environmental  and  water  supply  management.  The  toxic  spill  model  simulates  the  transport  of 
a  pollutant  from  its  entry  point  on  the  river  to  points  of  particular  concern  downstream  (areas 
of  environmental  sensitivity  and  municipal  water  intakes).  When  spills  occur,  the  model  is  run 
and  the  estimated  time  of  arrival  of  the  pollutant  at  points  downstream  are  passed  on  to  state 
emergency  response  officials.  These  officials  in  turn  pass  the  information  on  to  water  plant 
operators  and  environmental  resource  managers  for  appropriate  action  such  as  closing  water 
intakes  and  adjusting  treatment  procedures.  Several  recent  spills  in  rivers  within  and  outside 
the  basin  underscore  the  value  of  this  tool. 

Numerous  opportunities  exist  for  accidental  spills  of  toxic  materials  to  enter  the  Potomac 
system  on  the  main  stem  or  one  of  the  tributaries  and  temporarily  threaten  drinking  water 
intakes.  The  risk  of  an  accident  is  real-diesel  fuel,  raw  sewage,  and  other  materials  have 
spilled  into  the  river  and  been  of  sufficient  concern  to  require  use  of  the  model  to  estimate 
time  of  travel  to  water  supply  intakes.  Although,  in  most  cases,  the  small  quantities  spilled  or 
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the  long  distances  to  intakes  have  minimized  risks,  the  March  28,  1993  oil  pipeline  leak  in 
Fairfax  County  caused  an  exceptionally  serious  threat  to  the  WMA  water  supplies. 

Acid  Mine  Drainage  Wetland  Treatment  System 

The  North  Branch  Potomac  River  is  a  rugged  and  scenic  watershed  that  is  severely  impacted 
by  acid  drainage  from  abandoned  coal  mines.   As  part  of  an  interstate,  interagency  effort  to 
restore  the  North  Branch,  ICPRB  is  working  with  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines,  the  Maryland 
Bureau  of  Mines,  the  Maryland  Department  of  the  Environment,  the  Garrett  County  Sanitary 
District  and  the  WESTVACO  Corporation  to  develop  wetland  treatment  systems  to  mitigate 
the  impacts  of  acid  drainage  from  abandoned  mines.  The  use  of  wetland  treatment  systems  in 
conjunction  with  an  anoxic  limestone  drain  provides  a  cost-effective  passive  treatment  system 
to  mitigate  acid  mine  drainage  at  its  source.  This  cooperative  effort  will  demonstrate 
innovative  passive  treatment  technologies  that  can  be  transferred  to  the  many  similar  problem 
sites  throughout  the  region  and  beyond.  It  also  supports  research  into  cost-effective  innovative 
solutions  to  abandoned  mine  drainage  by  advancing  the  understanding  of  passive  treatment 
processes  and  methods. 

Pennsylvania  Water  Quality  Monitoring 

The  ICPRB,  working  with  the  US  Geological  Survey  (USGS),  operates  nutrient  and  sediment 
monitoring  stations  on  the  upper  Monocacy  River  and  on  Conococheague  Creek.  The  stations 
are  designed  to  monitor  high  storm  flows,  the  period  when  most  of  the  annual  load  of  nutrients 
and  sediments  is  transported.  The  objective  is  to  collect  data  for  the  Pennsylvania  Department  of 
Envirormiental  Resources  (PA  DER)  to  estimate  annual  loads  of  nutrients  and  sediments.  This 
information  will  provide  a  baseline  for  PA  DER  to  assess  progress  in  reducing  nutrient  and 
sediment  pollution  from  the  Pennsylvania  portion  of  the  Monocacy  and  Conococheague 
watersheds.  In  this  partnership,  USGS  collects  and  analyzes  water  samples  and  ICPRB  analyzes 
the  data  and  calculates  annual  loads  for  Pennsylvania. 

Greenbelt  Park  Watershed  Restoration 

The  ICPRB  is  providing  technical  assistance  and  management  to  the  U.S.  National  Park 
Service  (NPS)  in  developing  and  implementing  a  plan  for  the  restoration  of  the  Greenbelt  Park 
watershed  within  the  Anacostia  River  sub-basin.  Working  with  the  Park  Service,  the  State  of 
Maryland  and  Prince  George's  County,  ICPRB  is  implementing  appropriate  practices  to 
control  stream  bank  and  channel  erosion  caused  by  stormwater  runoff  in  Greenbelt  Park  (a 
large  National  Park  Service  property  within  the  Washington  metropolitan  beltway).  Water 
quality  also  will  be  improved  through  the  implementation  of  mitigation  practices  to  control  soil 
erosion  and  stormwater  runoff  within  the  park,  including  the  construction  of  a  stormwater 
wetland  planned  by  ICPRB.  The  ICPRB  also  identified  a  range  of  stream  and  watershed 
restoration  projects  suitable  for  citizen  volunteers,  and  is  working  with  the  NPS  to  integrate 
volunteer  projects  in  an  overall  watershed  restoration  plan. 
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Potomac  Watershed  Studies 

The  ICPRB  will  continue  a  multi-year  project,  begun  in  1994,  to  assess  the  status  of  water  quality 
and  aquatic  living  resources  throughout  the  basin.  This  study  will  be  based  on  existing  monitoring 
information  already  produced  by  the  states  and  federal  agencies.  The  objectives  will  be  to 
produce  a  basin-wide  view  of  water  quality  status  and  problems  and  to  attempt  to  correlate  water 
quality  with  the  status  of  living  resources. 

LIVING  RESOURCES 

North  Branch  Potomac  Recreational  Fishing  Industry 

The  ICPRB  is  a  party  to  the  1993  North  Branch  Potomac  River  Water  Quality  and  Recreation 
Improvement  Agreement  and  is  a  member  of  the  Task  Force  implementing  its  purposes.  The 
agreement,  signed  by  Maryland,  West  Virginia  and  ICPRB,  builds  upon  the  improved  water 
quality  in  the  basin  resulting  from  operation  of  the  Jennings  Randolph  reservoir  and  the  mine 
drainage  abatement  activities  of  the  regulatory  agencies  and  the  mining  industry.  The  improved 
water  quality  is  evidenced  by  the  return  of  naturally  reproducing  trout  populations  after  a  100- 
year  absence.  The  Agreement  is  intended  to  promote  creation  of  a  world-class  trout  fishery  and 
other  recreation  opportunities  to  bolster  the  depressed  economy  of  the  region.  Components  of 
the  implementation  strategy  will  include  increased  mine  drainage  abatement,  appropriate  control 
over  riparian  land  along  the  tailwaters  of  the  Jennings  Randolph  reservoir,  and  improving  public 
access. 

Anacostia  Restoration 

The  ICPRB  has  played  a  key  role  in  defining  the  direction  of  the  nationally  recognized  Anacostia 
River  restoration  efforts  of  Maryland,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(FWS)  and  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  ICPRB  conducts  biological  and  habitat 
assessments  of  the  Anacostia  River's  migratory  and  resident  fishes  and  makes  stream-specific 
recommendations  for  habitat  and/or  water  quality  improvements  to  the  Anacostia  Restoration 
Committee.  The  ICPRB  conducts  a  summer  Conservation  Program  for  area  youths  that  has 
helped  restore  miles  of  urban  streams  by  removing  many  tons  of  trash  and  debris,  protecting 
eroding  streambanks  with  log  containments  and  vegetative  cover,  and  reconstructing  degraded 
habitats. 

Potomac  River  Watershed  Visions  Project 

The  Potomac  River  Watershed  Visions  Project  goal  is  to  interest  and  empower  citizens  in  creating 
a  vision  of  their  local  watershed  and  to  provide  tools  necessary  to  make  that  vision  a  reality.  The 
project  is  based  on  the  recognition  that  federal,  state,  and  local  government  water  resource  and 
water  quality  programs  need  to  be  supplemented  by  local  citizen  and  business  efiforts  to  achieve 
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maximum  benefits.  The  program  has  identified  citizen  groups  and  businesses  within  the  Potomac 
basin  that  are  motivated  toward  enhancing  and  protecting  the  quality  of  local  watersheds.  The 
project  seeks  to  help  these  groups  define  aesthetic  and  environmental  qualities  that  are  important 
to  them,  identify  the  problems  that  must  be  solved  to  realize  their  vision,  and  then  locate  tools 
available  to  help  implement  these  projects.  These  tools  include  other  groups,  government 
agencies,  and  potential  fijnding  sources.  Projects  undertaken  on  this  local  level  include 
improvements  to  water  quality,  living  resource  habitats,  and  recreational  amenities. 

Potomac  River  Living  Resources  Monitoring  Plan 

The  Potomac  River  Living  Resources  Monitoring  Plan  (PRLRMP)  creates  a  fi-amework  for  an 
integrated  monitoring  program  by  coordinating  the  ongoing  progrants  of  various  federal,  state, 
and  local  agencies.  A  second  purpose  of  the  PRLRMP  is  to  encourage  researchers  and  managers 
to  explore  large-scale  and  long-term  trends  in  the  Potomac  River's  biota  and  relationships  between 
living  resources,  habitat,  and  water  quality.  The  ICPRB  and  a  task  force  of  scientists  and 
resource  managers  working  on  the  Potomac  estuary  drafted  the  plan  in  1989. 

The  ICPRB  has  taken  the  lead  in  implementing  the  PRLRMP  and  tracking  its  progress.  More 
importantly,  ICPRB  is  creating  long-term,  integrated  databases  combining  biological  and 
physical/chemical  information  and  using  them  to  develop  and  test  environmental  indicators  of  the 
health  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  The  ICPRB  will  lead  teams  of  scientists  and  resource  managers  in 
the  next  2-3  years  in  performing  integrative  analyses  on  the  databases.  The  teams  will  help  assess 
the  state  of  the  Potomac  River  aquatic  communities  and  determine  concurrence  between 
biological  and  chemical  assessments. 

Migratory  Fish  Passage 

The  ICPRB  is  helping  to  provide  fish  passage  at:  the  Little  Falls  Dam  located  in  the  Potomac 
River  just  upstream  fi'om  Washington,  D.C.;  Anacostia  River  tributaries;  and  barriers  along  Rock 
Creek.  Through  these  three  efforts,  ICPRB  assists  Virginia,  Maryland,  the  District  of  Columbia, 
the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  National  Park  Service,  the  National  Biological  Survey,  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation.  This  work 
supports  the  mandates  in  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Restoration  Agreement  to  improve  fisheries 
through  removal  or  modification  of  blockages  to  migration.  Successes  include  opening  three 
major  tributaries  in  the  Anacostia  River,  arranging  for  the  FWS  Conte  Research  Laboratory  at 
Turners  Falls,  Massachusetts  to  test  proposed  fish  passage  alternatives  for  use  at  the  Little  Falls 
Dam,  developing  a  monitoring  and  stocking  program  for  American  shad  stocks,  and  work  in 
process  to  remove  two  fish  barriers  in  Rock  Creek  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 
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PUBUC  EDUCATION  AND  INFORMATION 

Public  outreach  is  a  mandated  Commission  function  based  on  the  Compact's  directive  to 
"disseminate  to  the  public  information  [on]. ..stream  pollution  problems..."  The  Commission 
stated  in  1947  that  "Any  [pollution  abatement]  program... cannot  be  successfully  carried  on  unless 
the  public  at  large  is  acquainted  with  the  objectives  and  aims  which  are  proposed  and  public 
interest  aroused  in  the  work."  This  attitude  is  equally  relevant  today,  with  a  national  emphasis  on 
finding  efficient,  non-regulatory,  publicly  supported  solutions  to  problems  while  decreasing  the 
regulatory  burden. 

The  ICPRB  Potomac  Basin  Reporter  is  instrumental  in  serving  this  purpose.  The  newsletter  is  a 
valuable  tool  for  informing  the  public  and  private  sectors  and  government  agency  personnel  about 
Potomac  basin  water  resources,  quality,  and  living  resource  issues.  The  Reporter  describes 
eflForts  of  the  Commission  and  the  host  of  other  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  working  in  the 
basin,  and  provides  a  transfer  of  ideas  that  may  be  put  to  use  in  various  parts  of  the  watershed. 
Published  since  1945,  the  Reporter  now  reaches  18,000  people  six  times  per  year. 

The  Commission  also  publishes  technical  reports  each  year  on  the  projects  and  studies 
undertaken.  They  are  distributed  to  other  researchers  and  interested  public.  In  addition,  a  library 
of  more  than  5,000  volumes  of  historical  and  current  water  resources  and  water  quality  topics  is 
maintained  for  public  access.  The  library  is  used  regularly  by  students,  researchers,  and 
government  personnel.  Public  meetings  and  conferences  have  been  held  since  the  1940s. 
Government  officials,  students  and  the  public  also  use  the  Commission  as  an  information 
resource  via  telephone  or  letter.  More  than  2,000  inquiries  per  year  are  fielded  by  Commission 
staff  The  Commission  also  provides  river  information  through  summertime  public  service 
announcements  that  are  broadcast  over  more  than  a  dozen  radio  stations  throughout  the  basin. 
That  effort  has  continued  over  the  past  15  years. 

The  Anacostia  Watershed  Public  Education  and  Participation  Program  is  of  particular  interest  as 
part  of  one  of  the  most  ambitious  urban  stream  restoration  programs  in  the  nation.  In  the 
watershed  restoration  effort,  the  Commission  shares  tasks  with  more  than  60  agencies  engaged  in 
the  effort,  including  the  lead  water  quality/natural  resources  agencies  of  the  state  of  Maryland  and 
its  counties,  Montgomery  and  Prince  George's,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers.  The  innovative  program  centers  on  sub-basin  coordinators,  who  work  to 
educate  and  involve  residents  and  businesses  in  each  area  in  stream  restoration  and  protection 
efforts.  Using  the  coordinators,  along  with  various  publications  and  other  educational  materials, 
the  program  has  reached  more  than  60,000  people  since  it  began  in  1988.  Like  many  successful 
efforts,  the  project  relies  heavily  on  a  grassroots  effort  of  informed  and  involved  citizens  to 
support  and  complement  govenunent  efforts  toward  restoring  one  of  the  most  polluted  rivers  in 
the  basin,  if  not  the  country. 
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STATEMENT  OF  KENNETH  J.  COLE,  UNITED  STATES  COMMISSIONER 
SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION,  BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT,  COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS, 
IN  SUPPORT  OF  THE  FISCAL  YEAR  1996  APPROPRIATION  REQUESTS  FOR 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES,  OFFICE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 
COMMISSIONER,  AND  FOR  THE  FEDERAL  CONTRIBUTION  TO  THE 
SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION,  MARCH  1,  1995 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Kenneth  J.  Cole,  United  States 
Commissioner  to  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission.   I 
was  appointed  to  this  position  by  the  President  on  June  9, 
1994 .   It  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  you  today  in  support 
of  the  Commission's  budget,  the  details  of  which  are  in  the 
formal  justification  statement  previously  submitted  to  the 
Committee. 

The  first  item  is  for  $332,000  for  salaries  and  expenses  of 
the  Office  of  the  United  States  Commissioner.   The  increase 
from  fiscal  year  1995  for  salaries  and  expenses  stems  from  a 
congressionally  approved  pay  increase  for  Federal  employees; 
nominal  increases  in  travel,  rental  payments  to  GSA  and 
administrative  cost  that  the  Department  of  Interior  assesses 
us  for  servicing  our  office. 

The  second  item  is  for  $360,000  for  the  Federal  contribution 
to  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission  to  cover  the 
Federal  Government's  share  of  the  cost  of  implementing  the 
Susquehanna  River  Basin  Compact. 

Mr.  Chairman,  accompanying  me  today  is  Mr.  Paul  Swartz,  the 
Commission's  Executive  Director.  We  will  try  to  answer  any 
of  your  questions  now  or  in  writing. 

Thank  you. 
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KENNETH  J.  COLE 


Kenneth  J.  Cole  represented  the  Slst  Legislative  District 
(Adams  County)  in  the  Pennsylvania  House  of  Representatives  from 
1975  through  1992.  His  nine  terms  of  service  resulted  in  his 
appointment  to  a  number  of  important  leadership  posts  in  the  state 
House. 

For  8  years  he  led  Pennsylvania's  seven-member  delegation  to 
the  Chesapeake  Bay  Commission.  In  January  of  1987  he  was  elected 
chairman  of  the  tri-state  commission;  the  first  Pennsylvanian  to 
hold  that  position.  The  Chesapeake  Bay  Commission  coordinates  the 
legislative  efforts  in  three  states  to  restore  the  water  quality  of 
the  bay.  Ken  represented  Pennsylvania  on  the  Interstate  Commission 
on  the  Potomac  River  Basin  from  1975  to  1986. 

From  1983-85,  Ken  Cole  represented  the  252  members  of  the 
Pennsylvania  General  Asserably  on  the  governing  board  of  the 
National  Conference  of  State  Legislatures,  a  national  organization 
comprised  of  legislators  from  the  fifty  states. 

Ken  was  chairman  of  the  House  Federal-State  Relations 
Committee  from  1983-1990. 

During  his  nine  terms  he  served  as  minority  and  majority 
chairman  of  the  House  Agriculture  and  Rural  Affairs  Committee  as 
well  as  heading  a  special  House  task  force  studying  Pennsylvania's 
export  trade.  He  has  served  on  special  committees  investigati.ng 
contaminated  drinking  water  and  migrant  worker  education  programs 
and  was  a  member  of  a  special  legislative  committee  assigned  to 
investigate  the  1979  accident  at  the  Three  Mile  Island  nuclear 
facility.  He  was  a  member  of  the  Military  and  Veterans  Affairs, 
Business  and  Commerce,  and  Local  Government  Committees.  He  served 
as  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Health  as  a  member  of  the  Health 
and  Welfare  Committee. 

Among  his  major  legislative  accomplishments  were  the  creation 
and  funding  of  the  Pennsylvania  Cancer  Control  Program,  and 
legislation  bringing  Pennsylvania  into  the  Chesapeake  Bay 
Commission.  His  other  legislative  interests  included:  the 
preservation  of  agricultural  lands,  increased  export  trade 
(particularly  agricultural  exports),  guaranteeing  the  safety  of  the 
state's  drinking  water  and  the  continued  improvement  of  the 
services  provided  by  volunteer  fire  companies. 

Ken  Cole  is  presently  serving  as  Assistant  to  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives.  Cole  is  a  lifelong  resident  of  Adams 
County.  A  former  Congressional  aide,  he  attended  Gettysburg 
College  and  is  a  Korean  War  veteran  having  served  in  the  U.S.  Navy. 
He  and  his  wife  Marilyn  reside  in  the  Gettysburg  area  and  are  the 
parents  of  five  children. 
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TESTIMONY  TO  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  ENERGY  AND  WATER  DEVELOPMENT 

by 

PAUL  O.  SWARTZ 
EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 


Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission:  An  Agency  With  A  Mission 

The  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission  (Commission)  is  an  agency  with  a  mission. 
The  essence  of  that  mission  is  to  enhance  the  pubhc  welfare  in  our  signatory  states  through 
comprehensive  planning  and  management  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Susquehanna  River  basin. 

To  accomplish  this  mission,  the  Commission  acts  to  reduce  damages  caused  by  floods; 
provide  for  the  reasonable  and  sustained  development  and  use  of  surface  and  ground  water  for 
municipal,  agricultural,  recreational,  commercial  and  industrial  purposes:  protect  and  restore 
fisheries,  wetlands  and  aquatic  habitat:  protect  water  quality  and  instream  uses;  and  insure  future 
availability  of  flows  to  the  Chesapeake  Bay. 

The  Commission  is  uniquely  qualified  to  carry  out  this  mission  because,  as  a  federal- 
interstate  compact  commission,  its  focus  is  defined  by  the  natural  boundaries  of  the  river  basin 
rather  than  the  political  boundaries  of  the  states.  As  such,  the  Commission  serves  as  a  forum  to 
provide  coordinated  management,  promote  communication  among  the  signatory  parties,  and 
resolve  water  resource  issues  and  controversies  within  the  basin. 
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Fundinji  Responsibility  for  the  Commission 

The  Commission  was  created  in  1971  as  the  result  of  a  100-year  compact  made  by  the 
federal  government  and  the  states  of  Maryland,  Pennsylvania  and  New  York.  The  compact 
entitles  each  of  its  four  members  to  one  vote  (112.5)  and  states  that  "the  amount  required  to 
balance  the  current  expense  budget. ..shall  be  apportioned  equitably  among  the  signatory  parties." 
(ni4.3)  Accordingly,  budgets  adopted  by  the  Commission  have  historically  provided  for  equal 
funding  responsibility  by  each  of  its  four  signatory  members.  I  am  pleased  to  respectfully 
present  our  request  of  $360,000  for  FY-96,  representing  the  federal  share  of  funding  for  the 
Commission. 

How  the  Commission  Represents  Federal  Interests 

I've  prepared  my  testimony  today  to  highlight  five  areas  in  which  the  Commission 
represents  federal  interests: 

•  77?^  Commission  manages  water  resources  on  a  watershed  basis  and  facilitates  management 
of  water  resources  without  regard  to  the  artificial  harriers  imposed  by  state  boundary  lines 

•  The  Commission  coordinates  the  programs  and  activities  of  federal  agencies  and  others  in 
order  to  achieve  cost-efjective  solutions  to  environmental  problems  and  derive  maximum 
benefit  from  federal  investments. 

•  Commission  programs  minimize  damages  and  loss  of  life  associated  with  flooding  and 
minimize  federal  expenditures  associated  with  flood  damages. 

•  Commission  activities  support  the  goal  of  protecting  and  restoring  the  water  quality  of  the 
Chesapeake  Bay.  a  national  treasure. 

•  The  Commission  manages  water  resources  of  interstate  significance  in  partnership  with  state 
governments  and  provides  continuity  of  federal  interests  in  regional  water  management 
issues. 
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The  Commission  manages  water  resources  on  a  watershed  basis  and faciiitates  management 
of  water  resources  without  regard  to  the  artificial  barriers  imposed  by  state  boundary  lines. 


TTie  Commission's  institutional  structure  is  unique  in  tliat  it  manages  the  water  resources 
of  the  27,500  square  mile  Susqueharma  River  basin  on  a  watershed  basis.  Watershed 
management  is  widely  recognized  as  the  ideal  way  to  plan  for  and  regulate  water  resources, 
having  been  advocated  both  in  amendments  to  the  Clean  Water  .Act  proposed  during  the  last 
session  of  Congress  and  in  the  Galloway  Report,  which  recommends  the  reactivation  of  Title  II 
river  basin  commissions.  With  a  quarter  century  of  experience  in  watershed  management,  the 
Commission's  activities  and  accomplishments  would  not  be  possible  by  either  the  federal 
government  or  the  Commission's  member  states  alone. 

Commission  regulations  establish  uniform  watershed  based  approaches  to  the 
management  of  ground-water  and  surface-water  withdrawals,  and  to  the  consumptive  use  of 
water.  These  regulations  are  designed  to  help  avoid  conflicts  among  both  intrastate  and  interstate 
users  and  to  insure  adequate  supplies  for  all  users,  including  instrean  u.sers  and  the  Chesapeake 
Bay. 

The  Commission  has  also  adopted  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  management  and 
development  of  the  water  resources  of  the  basin  and  the  protection  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay. 
Based  on  the  goals  and  objectives  of  this  basinwide  plan,  the  Commission  formulates  programs 
and  carries  out  regulatory  functions  that  have  basinwide  impact.  The  plan  has  real  legal 
significance  under  the  compact  and  is  tied  directly  to  the  review  of  projects  by  the  Commission. 
To  be  approved,  a  project  must  be  compatible  with  the  plan,  thus  standardizing  approval  criteria 
on  a  watershed  basis  rather  than  a  political  basis. 
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The  Commission  coordinates  the  programs  and  activities  of  federal  agencies  and  others  in 
order  to  achieve  cost-effective  solutions  to  environmental  problems  and  derive  maximum 
benefit  from  federal  investments. 


The  electric  generating  facilities  located  in  the  Susquehanna  River  basin  serve  as  good 
examples  of  the  Commission's  approach  to  water  management.  Our  compact  and  comprehensive 
plan  call  for  the  Commission  to  both  foster  use  and  development  of  the  basin's  water  resources 
and  to  protect  of  those  resources  for  other  uses,  including  the  needs  of  the  basin's  aquatic 
resources. 

As  large  consumptive  users  of  water,  that  is  water  not  retumed  to  the  basin,  these 
facilities  are  required  by  the  Commission  to  release  water  to  the  Susquehanna  River  during  times 
of  low  flow  to  compensate  for  water  lost  through  evaporation  from  their  cooling  towers.  On 
behalf  of  these  utilities,  the  Commission  acquired  water  storage  at  a  federal  facility.  Cowanesque 
Lake,  located  in  Tioga  County.  Pennsylvania. 

This  arrangement  is  not  only  a  "win-win"  situation  for  the  Susquehanna  Ri\er  and  power 
companies.  It  is  also  a  win  for  the  federal  government,  since  this  purchase  of  water  storage  will 
result  in  $186  million  being  paid  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  over  the  life  of  the  project. 

The  Commission  also  signed  a  contract  on  September  30.  1994.  with  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  for  the  "Planning.  Engineering,  and  Design"  (PED)  phase  to  reformulate  the 
Curwensville  Water  Storage  Project  on  the  West  Branch  Susquehanna  River  in  Clearfield 
County.  Pennsylvania.  In  addition  to  the  Commission.  Uvo  consumptive  water  users  are 
participating  in  the  PED.  the  Pennsylvania  Electric  Company  (Penelec)  and  the  Lancaster  Coimty 
Solid  Waste  Management  Authority  (LCS^'MA).    If  the  Commission  and  the  aforementioned 
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consumptive  water  users  decide  to  proceed  \Aith  construction,  about  5.360  acre  feet  of  water  will 
eventually  be  placed  into  storage  in  a  two  staged  process  for  release  during  periods  of  low  flow 

and  an  additional  SI  3  million  will  be  paid  to  the  federal  government. 

Other  examples  of  the  Commission's  success  as  a  coordinating  agency  with  various 
federal  and  state  agencies  include  the  following: 

1 )  In  cooperation  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  Pa.  Department  of  Environmental  Resources 
and  the  Pa.  Fish  and  Boat  Commission,  the  Commission  has  undertaken  cold  water  instream  flow 
studies.  The  basic  purpose  of  these  studies  is  to  determine  water  flow  requirements  to  protect 
aquatic  resources  in  different  types  of  streams  found  in  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin.  The  first 
of  their  kind  in  the  eastern  United  States,  these  studies,  when  completed,  will  enable  the 
Commission  to  fine  tune  its  consumptive  use  and  surface./ground-water  regulations; 

2)  The  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  and  the  Commission  work  closely  together  on 
several  programs  related  to  monitoring  in  the  Susquehanna  River  basin,  thereby  avoiding 
duplication  of  program  efforts.  In  FY-95  joint  funding  agreements  with  USGS  will  be 
formulated  for  nonpoint  source  monitoring,  stream  gage  replacements,  geographical  information 
systems  and  stream  gages  maintenance  costs;  and 

3j  As  mentioned  earlier,  a  close  working  relationship  exists  between  the  Commission,  the 
U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  and  other  federal  and  state  agencies  on  fish  restoration  and  related 
programs.  The  Commission  provides  office  space  (rent  free)  for  the  Coordinator  of  the 
Susquehanna  Fish  Restoration  Program. 
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Commission  programs  minimize  damages  and  loss  of  life  associated  with  flooding  and 
minimize  federal  expenditures  associated  with  flood  damages. 


The  extensive  damage  and  loss  of  life  in  the  mid-west  floods  in  1993  remind  us  that 
devastating  flooding  can  occur  anytime,  and  that  has  certainly  been  the  experience  in  the 
Susquehanna  basin.  Tropical  Storms  Agnes  and  Eloise  in  June  1 972  and  September  1 975  caused 
extensive  flood  damages  and  loss  of  life  in  the  Susquehaima  basin.  More  localized  flooding  has 
occurred  a  number  of  times  since  those  floods.  In  both  1993  and  1994,  there  was  great  concern 
about  the  potential  for  major  basinwide  flooding,  but  due  to  a  fortuitous  combination  of  weather 
events,  only  minor  flooding  was  experienced.  In  August  1994  severe,  but  localized  flooding 
caused  an  estimated  $6  million  dollars  in  damage. 

The  Susquehaima  River  Basin  is  highly  flood  prone.  Although  it  comprises  less  than 
1  percent  of  the  land  area  of- the  continental  United  States,  the  Susquehanna  basin  experiences 
6  percent  of  the  national  average  annual  flood  damages.  The  basin  has  experienced  major 
flooding  on  the  average  about  once  every  20  years  for  the  last  180  years.  Approximately  1.160 
of  the  1 ,400  communities  in  the  Susquehanna  basin  are  flood  prone.  The  average  annual  flood 
damages  in  the  Susquehanna  basin  are  $1 13  million  in  1993  dollars. 

In  1984,  a  number  of  local  interests  expressed  concern  that  the  forecasts  issued  by  the 
National  Weather  Service  were  neither  accurate  nor  timely  and  thus  were  not  effective  in 
reducing  damages  and  loss  of  life.  Recognizing  that  advanced  flood  warning  is  a  prudent  and 
cost  effective  way  to  reduce  the  devastating  effects  of  floods,  the  Commission  began 
coordinating  a  program  of  improvements  to  the  existing  system.     The  coordination  effort 
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included  preparation  and  submittal  of  a  1986  proposal  for  improvements  and  preparation  of 
annual  budget  requests  for  ongoing  funding  to  keep  the  improvements  program  in  operation. 

In  cooperation  with  the  National  Weather  Service  and  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey,  the 
Commission  designed  an  updated  and  improved  Flood  Forecast  Warning  System  for  the 
Susquehanna  River  basin.  Program  elements  include  the  installation  of  additional  rain  and 
stream  gages,  new  computer  systems,  new  and  enhanced  radar  systems  and  an  upgraded 
communications  network  to  help  provide  more  timely  and  accurate  forecasts  for  the  entire  basin. 


The  Commission  has  also  assisted  with  the  development  and  implementation  of  goals  for 
the  Susquehanna  River  Flood  Forecast  and  Warning  Program.  A  public  information  program 
was  conducted  by  the  Commission  to  keep  local  interests  informed  of  the  status  of  the  program. 
Last  year  we  surveyed  users  of  flood  forecasts  to  determine  their  needs  and  expanded  the  public 
information  program  to  promote  interaction  between  the  flood  prone  communities  and  federal 
and  state  agencies.  I'd  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  members  of  Congress  for  the 
increased  support  you  provided  for  this  important  program  in  FY-95. 


Commission  activities  support  the  goat  of  protecting  and  restoring  the  water  quality  of  the 
Chesapeake  Bay,  a  national  treasure. 


Because  it  is  a  major  source  of  water,  nutrients  and  sediment  delivered  to  the  Chesapeake 
Bay,  the  Susquehanna  River  is  critical  to  etTorts  to  protect  and  restore  the  Bay.  In  1984  the 
Commission  implemented  a  comprehensive  nutrient  monitoring  program  in  the  Susquehanna 
River  basin.  I  am  happy  to  report  that  trend  analyses  of  nutrient  data  collected  from  key 
monitoring  sites  during  the  past  ten  years  show  a  reduction  in  nutrients  for  most  stations. 


931 


However,  further  reductions  are  necessary  to  meet  the  goal  of  reducing  nutrient  inputs  to  the 
Chesapeake  Bay  by  40  percent  by  the  year  2000. 

The  Commission  has  also  played  a  key  supporting  role  in  the  development  of  a 
Pennsylvania's  strategy  to  meet  40  percent  nutrient  reduction.  Specific  responsibilities  of  the 
Commission  included: 

1)  Analysis  of  alternatives  to  manage  sediment  in  the  Susquehanna  River  basin,  including 
sediments  deposited  behind  three  hydroelectric  dams  in  the  lower  Susquehanna  River; 

2)  Cost/benefit  analyses  of  various  nutrient  reduction  strategies:  and 

3)  Facilitating  cooperation  with  New  York  State.  One  outgrowth  of  this  effort  was  a 
nonpoint  source  pollution  conference  sponsored  by  the  Commission  in  October.  1994  entitled. 
"Susquehanna  Neighbors:  Exploring  New  Connections."  which  gathered  citizens  of  New  York 
and  Pennsylvania  to  address  nonpoint  source  issues  and  to  explore  ways  in  which  both  states  can 
work  together  in  the  interest  of  local  water  quality  as  well  as  the  quality  of  the  entire  river  system 
and  the  Chesapeake  Bay. 

Of  course,  the  ultimate  goal  of  the  nutrient  management  and  other  programs  is  to  restore 
and  protect  the  living  resources  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  and  its  watershed.  The  Commission  is 
proud  to  have  played  a  leadership  role  in  restoring  shad  and  other  migratory  fish  to  their  historic 
spawning  waters  in  the  Susquehanna  River. 

Because  of  its  responsibility  to  approve  major  water  projects  in  the  Susquehanna  River 
basin,  the  Commission  in  1978  acted  to  include  provisions  in  its  comprehensive  plan  calling  for 
the  restoration  of  runs  of  migratory  fish  to  the  Susquehanna  River.  These  provisions  played  an 
important  part  in  persuading  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  to  include  a 
requirement  for  construction  of  a  fish  passage  facility  as  part  of  its  relicensing  of  the  Conowingo 
Dam. 
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The  Commission  was  likewise  proud  to  have  played  a  leadership  role  in  developing  an 
agreement  signed  on  June  1,  1993  with  the  licensees  of  three  additional  hydroelectric  dams 
located  upriver  of  the  Conowingo  Dam.  The  agreement  calls  for  construction  of  fish  passage 
facilities  at  two  of  the  dams  by  1997  and  at  the  third  by  2000.  The  fact  that  a  record  32,300  shad 
were  passed  through  the  Conowingo  fish  lift  in  1994  gives  hope  to  the  prospect  of  even  larger 
numbers  of  shad  and  other  fish  having  access  to  virtually  the  entire  Susquehanna  River  after  the 
facilities  at  Safe  Harbor,  Holtwood  and  Conowingo  are  completed  in  the  next  five  years. 

Other  Commission  activities  relevant  to  the  Chesapeake  Bay  are: 

1 )  Development  of  a  general  strategy  to  study  and  manage  the  impacts  of  low  freshwater 
inflows  from  the  Susquehanna  River  on  the  water  quality,  salinity  front,  and  living  resources  of 
the  Chesapeake  Bay;  and 

2)  Evaluation  of  the  use  of  constructed  wetlands  to  mitigate  high  nutrient  concentrations 
discharging  from  field  drains  on  agricultural  lands.  Significant  reductions  in  nutrients  from 
shallow  ground-water  discharges  were  achieved  by  constructed  wetlands  and  the  potential  for 
widespread  use  will  be  evaluated. 


The  Commission  manages  water  resources  of  interstate  significance  in  partnership  with 
state  governments  and  provides  continuity  of  federal  interests  in  regional  water  management 
issues.  


The  Commission  provides  an  institutional  mechanism  for  the  continuity  of  federal 
interests  and  federal  representation  in  regional  water  management  issues  in  the  face  of  changing 
state  administrations.  With  new  administrations  in  all  three  of  the  Commission's  member  states 
this  year,  the  continuity  provided  by  the  Commission  is  a  real  and  timely  benefit. 
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As  a  federal-interstate  compact  agency,  the  Commission  brings  together  the  states  and  the 
federal  government  in  a  forum  where  all  are  on  an  equal  footing  as  managers  of  the  basin's  water 
resources.  A  true  parmership  prevails  over  all  of  the  Commission's  deliberations. 

One  of  the  purposes  of  the  compact  is  to  remove  causes  of  controversy.  We  have 
attempted  to  apply  this  principle  not  only  in  our  handling  of  interstate  water  resources  issues 
such  as  migratory  fish  restoration,  but  in  our  dealings  with  the  regulated  community.  For 
example,  rather  than  litigate  an  issue  with  a  project  sponsor,  we  make  every  attempt  to  work 
things  out  amicably  and  in  a  way  that  makes  the  project  sponsor  a  partner  in  the  management  of 
the  basin's  water  resources. 

We  did  so  this  past  year  in  a  settlement  agreement  with  Pennsylvania  Power  and  Light 
Company  on  the  application  of  our  consumptive  use  regulation  to  its  Montour  Power  Plant. 
Likewise,  we  are  currently  negotiating  an  agreement  with  the  City  of  Baltimore  on  its  increased 
pumping  of  Susquehanna  River  water  from  the  hydropower  lake  at  Conowingo,  Maryland  for 
distribution  in  the  greater  Baltimore  area.  Rather  than  adversarial  relationships  in  which  precious 
financial  and  human  resources  are  squandered  on  law  suits,  we  believe  it  is  better  to  try  to  build 
partnerships  with  water  users 

Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  the  Commission  serves  a  unique  and  important  role  as  the  guardian  of  the 
water  resources  of  the  Susquehanna  River  basin.  Through  its  planning  and  nuuiagement 
functions,  the  Commission  balances  and  protects  the  needs  of  various  water  users—industries, 
agriculture,  public  water  suppliers,  recreational  interests  and  power  generators. 
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During  the  past  quarter  century,  this  small  agency  has  been  a  quiet,  but  effective  leader  in 
a  wide  range  of  water  management  issues.  The  Commission  has  made,  and  continues  to  make, 
an  important  difference  in  the  Susquehanna  River  basin.  Because  of  the  Commission,  one  of  the 
nation's  true  natural  resources  will  continue  to  be  used  and  enjoyed  by  many  future  generations. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  submit  this  testimony.  Your  support  of  the 
Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission  is  appreciated. 


tl 
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ADDENDUM 

This  addendum  provides  additional  information  about  activities  of  the  Susquehanna 
River  Basin  Commission  in  1994.  Key  issues  the  Commission  concerned  itself  v/ith  are  outlined 
and  planning/administrative  issues  are  highlighted. 
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KEY  ISSUES 


Looking  Back 

In  1994,  the  Commission  focused  its  energies  on  "big  ticket"  water  management  issues. 
Some  of  them,  notably  determination  of  Baltimore's  "rights"  with  respect  to  withdrawals  from 
the  Susquehanna  River  and  the  Commission's  regulation  of  consumptive  water  at  PP&L's 
Montour  Steam  Electric  Generating  Station,  are  very  complex  issues  which  were  not  resolved  in 
the  past.  Others  are  issues  which  test  the  Conmiission's  resolve  as  a  regulatory  agency  in  an 
increasingly  anti-regulatory  political  climate  (omnibus  revisions  to  the  Commission  regulations, 
Fuiman  Foods/Point  Township  water  supply). 

Looking  Ahead 

Many  of  the  key  issues  addressed  by  the  Commission  in  1994  will  continue  to  require  our 
attention  in  1995.  During  1995  we  plan  to  fmalize  our  strategic  plan,  conduct  a  water  forum 
(May  18,  1995),  participate  in  flood  emergency  drills  (March  and  June)  and  conduct  activities 
throughout  the  year  leading  up  to  observation  of  the  Commission's  25th  Anniversary  in  1996. 
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KEY  ISSUE: 
OMNIBUS  REVISIONS  TO  THE  COMMISSION  REGULATIONS 


Issue  in  Summary: 


Status: 


The  Commission's  current  regulations  do  not 
read  as  a  coherent  whole  and  our  experience 
in  administering  them  has  revealed  some 
serious  flaws.  The  "omnibus  revisions"  to 
these  regulations,  the  result  of  countless 
hours  of  input  from  commissioners,  staff, 
advisory  comminees  and  the  public, 
represent  a  significant  improvement  in  the 
content  and  readabilirv  of  the  reaulations. 


Final  action  planned  at  March  9,  1995 
Commission  meeting  for  omnibus 
regulations  except  consumptive  use 
standards.  Ag  Advisory-  Committee  briefed 
on  this  course  of  action  at  November  30, 
1994  meeting.  Explanatorv-  letter  sent  to  all 
Pennsylvania  basin  legislators  offering  a 
briefina  earlv  in  1995. 


Significant  Actions  in  1994: 

•  Following  action  to  propose  regulatory 
revisions  in  May,  1994,  conducted  eight 
public  hearings  (attended  by  250 
persons)  in  June  and  July  (see  p.  3). 

•  Responded  to  numerous  comments  from 
Congressmen,  state  legislators,  interest 
groups  and  citizens;  prepared  summary 
and  responsiveness  document  and 
revised  regula'ions  accordingly. 

•  Reconvened  Ag  Water  Use  Advisory 
Committee;  held  four  meetings  between 
August-November.  1994,  to  develop 
new  approach  (general  approval)  to 
regulating  agricultural  water  use. 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

1994  PUBLIC  HEARINGS  CONDUCTED 
ON  OMNIBUS  REVISIONS  TO  SRBC  REGULATIONS 


HEARING 

DATE  &  TIME 

LOCATION 

Dallas  Correctional 
institution 

Wednesday, 
April  20,  1994,7:00  p.m. 

Penn  State  University, 

Wilkes-Barre  Campus, 

Lehman  Township 

Commission  Regulations, 
Omnibus  Revision 

Thursday, 

June  23,  1994,  1:30  p.m.  & 

7:00  p.m. 

Waterman  Center,  Apalachin, 

N.Y. 

Commission  Regulations. 
Omnibus  Revision 

Friday, 
June  24,  1994,  1:00  p.m. 

Days  Inn,  Willliamsport,  Pa. 

Conmiission  Regulations, 
OiTJiibus  Revision 

Tuesday, 

June  28,  1994,  10:00  a.m.  & 

7:00  p.m. 

Pa.  Game  Commission 

Headquarters  &  Commission 

Headquarters,  respectively, 

Harrisburg,  Pa. 

Commission  Regulations, 
Omnibus  Revision 

Wednesday, 

July  6,  1994,  1:30  p.m.  & 

7:00  p.m. 

Perryville  High  School, 
Perryville,  Md. 

Commission  Regulations, 
Omnibus  Revision 

Thursday, 
July  14,  1994,  1:30  p.m. 

The  Tidewater  Inn.  Easton, 
Md. 
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KEY  ISSUE: 
BALTIMORE'S  USE  OF  SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  WATER 


Issue  in  Summary: 

The  Commission's  ability  to  regulate  a  very 
significant  user  of  water  from  the 
Susquehanna  River,  the  City  of  Baltimore,  is 
being  squarely  addressed.  This  complex  and 
sensitive  issue  has  important  consequences 
for  the  Commission's  ability  to  manage 
water  resources  throughout  the  entire  basin 
in  the  future. 


Status: 

Negotiating  sessions  continue  pursuant  to 
the  goal  of  developing  an  MOU  between  the 
Commission  and  the  Citv  of  Baltimore. 


Significant  Actions  in  1994: 

•  With  assistance  of  outside  counsel, 
prepared  briefing  documents  re:  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  of  use  of 
Susquehanna  River  water  by 
Baltimore.'Harford  Co. 

•  Discussed  use  of  Susquehanna  River 
water  by  Baltimore.'Harford  Co.  and  its 
regulation  by  the  Commission  with 
representatives  of  Baltimore  City  and 
Harford  County  on  June  14,  September 
14  and  December  5. 


Prepared  resolution  concerning  above  for 
discussion/action  by  commissioners  at 
July  14,  1994  Commission  meeting; 
decision  made  to  pursue  Memorandum 
of  Understanding  (VIOU). 
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KEY  ISSUE: 

CONSUMPTIVE  USE  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  PPi&L  MONTOUR 

STEAM  ELECTRIC  GENERATING  STATION  (SES) 


Issue  in  Summary: 

^^'hether  or  not  a  major  consumptive  user  of 
water  in  the  Susquehanna  River  basin 
(17  MOD)  is  subject  to  the  Commission's 
regulatory  authority-  was  "laid  to  rest"  in 
1994. 

Significant  Actions  in  1994: 

.  Extremely  complex  technical  and  legal 
issues  were  hotly  debated  at  several 
meetings  involving  Commission  staff 
and  PP&L  officials. 


Status: 

An  operations  plan  for  the  Montour  SES  is 
being  developed  and  will  be  completed  in 
early  1995. 


After  PP&L  and  the  Commission 
researched  their  legal  positions,  a 
settlement  agreement  was  developed  and 
approved  by  the  Commission  at  its 
September,  1994  meeting.  PP&L  agreed 
to  make  available  significant  quantities 
of  stored  water  during  low  flow  events 
and  make  a  one  time  payment  to  the 
Commission. 
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KEY  ISSUE: 

WATER  SUPPLY  CONFLICTS  IN  POINT  TOWNSHIP, 

NORTHUMBERLAND  COUNTY  (FURMAN  FOODS) 


Issue  in  Summarv: 


Status: 


Water  supply  for  industrial  uses  by  Furman 
Foods  and  Viking  Energy  (Northumberland 
County,  Pa.)  conflicted  with  nearby 
domestic  uses.  Problems  were  addressed  on 
a  case-by-case  basis  requiring  an  inordinate 
amount  of  staff  time.  In  November,  1993. 
the  commissioners  made  known  their  desire 
for  a  long-term  water  supply  solution  in  this 
area. 


Although  the  Commission's  decided  not  to 
provide  a  loan  to  Point  Township  for  hook- 
ups as  requested  by  Furman,  we  are  actively 
pursuing  an  alternative  funding  arrangement 
with  the  Borouah  of  Northumberland. 


Significant  Action  in  1994: 

•  Following  correspondence  outlining  the 
Commission's  concerns,  several  options 
were  developed  by  staff  in  consultation 
with  Pennsylvania  American  Water 
Company  and  discussed  with  Furman 
management,  area  legislators  and  local 
officials. 

•  .A  public  water  supply  option  was  agreed 
to  by  Furman  and  served  as  the  basis  for 
approval  of  Well  No.  9  on  July  14.  1994. 

•  Water  lines  were  installed  in  September 
and  October.  1994  by  Pennsylvania 
.American  Water  Company  in  the 
affected  area. 
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KEY  ISSUE: 

DETERMINING  INSTREAM  FLOW  REQUIREMENTS  IN  THE 

SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN 


Issue  in  Summarv: 


Status: 


One  of  ihe  Commission's  regulaton.' 
responsibilities  is  to  deny  or  limit  surface 
water  withdrawals  which  can  adversely 
affect  fish,  wildlife  or  other  living  resources 
or  their  habitat,  or  have  substantial  impact 
on  the  low  flow  of  perennial  streams.  Q7-10 
as  the  "trigger  value "  for  the  Commission's 
current  consumptive  use  regulation  has  been 
criticized  because  it  may  not  afford 
protection  to  instream  uses. 

Significant  Action  in  1994: 

•  In  cooperation  with  Pa.  DER.  Pa.  Fish  & 
Boat  Commission,  and  the  Corps  of 
Engineers: 

1)  obtained  funding  and  commined  in- 
kind  resources  to  undertake  multi-year 
study  effort; 

2)  developed  work  plan  to  study 
instream  flow  needs  of  cold  water 
streams  in  various  physiographic  regions 
of  the  Susquehanna  River  basin; 

3)  collected  and  processed  (aj  habitat 
field  data  (165  out  of  248  total  data  sets) 
in  Pennsylvania  and  fb)  adult,  juvenile 
and  spawning  transferability  field  data 
for  four  streams  in  Pennsvlvania. 


Work  activities  for  1995  include  the 
following: 

1)  complete  habitat  data  collection  and 
modeling  for  three  regions  (90  segments  on 
66  streams)  in  Pennsylvania; 

2)  complete  transferability  data  collection 
and  analysis  for  four  streams  in 
Pennsylvania;  and 

3)  begin  habitat  data  collection  and 
modelina  for  streams  in  Marvland  Piedmont. 
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KEY  ISSUE: 

COMMITMENT  TO  PROTECTING  &  RESTORING 

THE  CHESAPEAKE  BAY 


Issue  in  Summarv: 


Status: 


The  Commission's  involvement  in  the 
Chesapeake  Bay  Program  has  increased 
significantly  in  recent  years.  The  Bay 
Program  represents  the  Commission's  most 
significant  water  quality  program. 

Significant  Action  in  1994: 

•  Provided  technical  services  to 
Pennsylvania  in  support  of  its  nutrient 
reduction  strategy  (sediment  manage- 
ment study,  cost-effectiveness  analysis, 
cooperative  efforts  with  New  York). 

•  Monitored  nutrients/sediment  throughout 
Pennsylvania  portion  of  basin  and 
performed  trend  analysis  of  historic 
monitoring  data  (10th  year). 


One  response  to  the  Commission's  strategic 
plan  survey  stated  that  the  Commission  is 
emerging  as  a  significant  player  in  the  Bay 
Program.  With  the  Bay  Program's  recent 
emphasis  on  the  "tribs."  we  have  an 
opportuniry  and  responsibility  to  make  more 
linkages  between  the  Susquehanna  River 
and  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  Our  successful 
"Good  Neighbors"  conference  held  in 
Owego,  N.Y.  in  October  1994  is  a  good 
example  of  how  these  linkages  can  be  made. 
A  proposal  developed  this  year  is  intended 
to  augment  our  long-term  nutrient 
monitoring  program  with  a  biomonitoring 
program. 


Monitored      toxics 
Susquehanna  River. 


the      lower 


Participated  in  Chesapeake  Bay 
committees,  including  Implementation 
Committee,  Budget  Steering  Committee. 
Monitoring  Subcommittee  (chair),  and 
Modeling  Subcommittee. 

Conducted  public  hearing  on  non- 
indigenous  aquatic  species  preliminary 
to  incorporating  it  in  our  Comprehensive 
Plan. 


90-067    0—95 
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PLANNING/ADMINISTRATIVE  ISSUES 


n 


Looking  Back 

A  Administration 

Despite  budgetary  constraints,  the  Commission  continued  its  commitment  to  upgrade  its 
computers  and  computer  capability  in  1994.  We  earmarked  S25,000  in  FY-94  and  S35.000  in 
FY-95  to  purchase  computer  hardware  and  soft^vare.  As  a  next  step  in  developing  our  computer 
capability,  we  need  to  develop  statf  expertise  in  GIS  applications.  To  be  leaders  in  water 
management  studies/activities  in  the  future,  we  need  to  develop  expertise  with  use  of  GIS. 

In  recent  years,  we  have  put  more  emphasis  on  uaining  of  Commission  staff  as  an 
investment  in  the  Commission's  future.  Training  plans  were  developed  for  Commission  staff  in 
FY-93,  94  and  95.  with  mcreased  funds  allotted  for  uaining  in  each  of  those  fiscal  years. 

In  May  and  November  1994.  numerous  changes  to  the  Commission's  Organization 
Manual  were  approved,  including  a  modest  but  significant  reorganization  of  the  Commission's 
statT.  Among  new  policies  approved  were  policies  on  parental  leave,  sexual  harassment,  and 
gifts  and  favors. 

Use  of  conference  calls  between  Commission  meetings  resulted  in  improved 
communication  between  commissioners  and  Commission  statf 

Dunne  1994.  the  Commission's  revised  performance  evaluation  system  was  implemented 
for  the  first  time.  The  new  system  includes  performance  objectives  for  all  employees  in  addition 
to  more  subjective  performance  factors.    Reviewed  bi-annually.  the  performance  objectives  are 
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intended  to  tie  on  individual  employee's  work  to  the  Commission's  six-month  goals  and  annual 
work  program. 

B.         Pianninj; 

The  establishment  of  six-month  goals  based  on  the  Commission's  annual  work  program, 
and  the  evaluation  of  these  goals  at  the  January  and  July  Commission  meetings,  was  continued  in 
1994.  Work  continued  on  developing  a  strategic  plan  for  the  Commission. 

The  Commission  used  its  technical  expertise  in  ground  water  management  to  enable 
development  of  a  regional  water  resource  management  plan  in  the  Spring  Creek  basin  (Centre 
County,  Pa.).  This  commitment  of  staff  resources  was  an  alternative  to  litigation  against  several 
municipalities  which  have  enacted  conditional  land  use  ordinances  to  regulate  water  withdrawals. 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

FY  1996  BUDGET 

JUSTTnCATTQN  OF  PROGRAM  AND  PERFORMANCE 

Activity:      Federal   Representation 

The  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission  was  created  by  Compact  (Public 
Law  91-575)  among  the  States  of  Maryland  and  New  York,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  and  the  Federal  Government.     The 
purpose  of  the  Compact  is  to  enable  the  signatory  parties  to  participate 
jointly  in  the  conservation,  utilization,  development,  and  control  of  water 
and  related  resources  in  the  region  of  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  Compact,  the  Commission  is  directed  to  develop  and 
implement  comprehensive  plans,  policies,  and  programs  relating  to  the 
water  resources  of  the  Basin;  to  adopt  and  promote  uniform  and 
coordinated  policies  for  water  conservation,  control,  and  development  in 
the  Basin;  and  to  encourage  the  planning,  development,  and  financing  of 
water  resources  projects  according  to  such  plans  and  policies. 

The  Commission's  membership  consists  of  the  Governors  of  the  signatory 
states,  or  their  appointed  designees,  and  a  Federal  Member  appointed  by 
the  President  to  represent  all  Federal  agencies  and  who  historically  has 
been  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.     In  addition,  each  Governor  and  the 
President  are  directed  to  appoint  a  Commissioner  to  serve  as  an  alternate 
to  the  Member,  with  identical  powers  of  the  Member,  including  the  power 
to  vote  in  the  absence  of  the  member. 

The  duties  of  the  Federal  Member  and  the  United  States  Commissioner  are 
to  represent  the  interests  of  the  Federal  Government  on  the  Commission 
and  to  protect  the  national  interests  in  the  water  resource  development 
programs  for  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin.     To  accomplish  this,  the 
Member  and  the  Commissioner  must  work  closely  with  all  interested 
Federal  departments  and  agencies,  serving  as  coordinators  to  assure  that 
Federal   interests  are  fully  informed  regarding  all   water  resources 
development  programs   for  the   Susquehanna  River  Bas 
in.     They  also  represent  such  Federal  interest  in  all  actions  by  the 
Commission  relating  to  the  comprehensive  plan  and  the  advisability  of 
individual   water  resource  policies,  programs,  and  projects  which   the 
Commission  may  propose  or  consider. 
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An   appropriation   of  $332,000  for  FY  1996  is  requested  to  finance  salaries 
and  expenses  necessary  to  enable  the  United  States  Commissioner  to  carry 
oat  his  responsibilities  to  protect  the  Federal  Government's  interests  in  the 
Susquehanna  River  Basin.     The  FY  1996  request  for  the  salaries  and 
expenses  reflects  the  full  year  cost  of  the  2.0  percent  general  pay  increase 
and  1.22  percent  locality  pay  increase  effective  January  1,   1995.     It  also 
assumes  an  anticipated  2.4  percent  pay  increase  effective  January   1,   1996. 
An  increase  in  travel  is  expected  in  FY  1996.    There  is  also  an  increase  to 
cover  contractual   needs   and   administrative   services  provided   by   the 
Department  of  the  Interior. 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RTVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
DISTRIBUTION  OF  AUTHORITY  BY  ACCOUNT 


1994               1995 

1996 

ADpropriadon:     Salaries 

and  Expenses                        Actual          Estimate 

Estimate 

Appropriation. 

$216,000      $318,000 
SUMMARY  OF  INCREASES/DECREASES.  1996 

$332,000 

1996 

1996 

Federal    Representation: 

Base            Changes 

Estimate 

Budget  Estimate.  1996 

$318,000       +$14,000 

ANALYSIS  BY  ACllVITY 

$332,000 

(Direct    Appropriations) 

Increase  (+) 

or  Decrease  (-) 

FY  1994      FY  1995        FY  1996 

1996    Compared 

Activity 

Actual        Estimate        Estimate 

with    1995 

Federal  Representation 
Unobligated  balance  lapsing 
Total 


$216,000  $318,000   $332,000  +$14,000 
($92.000)    -        -         - 
$308.000  $318.000   $332.000  +$14.000 


jysrmcATTON 

Federal  representation:  Fiscal  Year  1995.  $318,000;  Fiscal  Year  1996.  $332,000; 
increase  $14,000.     The  increase  consists  of: 


Increase  (+)  or 
Decrease  (-) 


Amount 


$14,000 


Positions 


Total  Total 

Program      Positions     Explanation 


$332,000 


To  continue  to  provide 
for  the  cost  of  operation 
of  the  Commissioner's 
office. 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  ftmctions  of  the  United  States  member  of 
the  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission,  as  authorized  by  law  (84  StaL   1541), 
S332,000.       (Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriation  Act,   1995). 


Program  and  Financing  (in  tbousaiuls  of  dollars) 


Identification    code    46-0500-0-1-301 


1994  1995  1996 

Actual  Estimate        Estimate 


Program  by  activities: 


10.00        Total  Obligations. 

lunancing: 


25.00         Unobligated  balance  lapsing 

40.(X)  Budget  authority  (appropriation).... 


216 

92 
308 


318 

0 

318 


332 


0 

332 


Relation  of  obUgations  to  outlays: 

71.00         Obligations  incurred,  net.. 

72.40         Obligated  balance,  start  of  year.... 

74.40         Obligated  balance,  end  of  year 

77.00         Adjustments  in  expired  accounts... 
90.00  Outlays.^ 


216 

318 

332 

14 

11 

32 

(11) 

(32) 

(33) 

0 

0 

0 

218 

297 

331 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 

Object  Classification  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identirication    code    46-OSOO-O- 1-301 

1994 

1995 

1996 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

Personnel   compensation: 

11.1 

Full-time  permanent. 

126 

182 

189 

11.3 

Odier  than  full-time  pennanent.... 

0 

3 

3 

11.5 

Other  personnel  compensation. 

0 

0 

0 

11.9 

Total  personnel  compensation..... 

126 

185 

192 

11.2 

Personnel  benefits:  Civilian 

22 

53 

54 

21.0 

Travel  and  transportation  of 

persons. — ~.. 

8 

6 

10 

23.1 

Rental  payments  to  GSA 

26 

27 

28 

23.3 

Communications,  utilities,  and 

miscellaneous  charges 

1 

5 

5 

24.0 

Printing  and  reproductioa 

0 

4 

4 

25.1 

Advisory  and  assistance  services.. 

0 

0 

0 

25.2 

Other  services „ „ 

32 

0 

0 

25.3 

Purchases  of  goods  and  services 

from  Government  accounts 

0 

34 

35 

26.0 

Supplies  and  materials. 

1 

4 

4 

31.0 

Equipment 

0 

0 

0 

99.9 

Total  obligations 

216 

318 

332 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


Personnel    Snmmary 


Identification    code    46-0500-0-1-301                              1994  1995  1996 
Actual Estimate            Estimate 


Total  number  of  full-time 

pennanent  positions 2  2  2 

Total   compensable   workyears: 

Full-time  equivalent  employment.....  2  2  2 

Average  ES  salary $115,700  $118,000  $121,000 

Average  GS  grade 13.50  13.60  13.70 

Average  GS  salary $56,605  $61,048  $63,350 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 


Detail  of  Personnel  Summary 


Identification    code    46-0500-0-1-301  1994  1995  1996 

Actual  Estimate  Estimate 


Special  positions  at  rates  equal 
to  or  in  excess  of  $118,000: 


U.S.  Commissioner. 

GS/aM-13.      .„. 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

2 

2 

2 

Unfilled  positions,  end  of  year..... 

Total    pennanent   employment, 
end  of  year. _.. 

2 

2 

2 
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CONTRIBUTION  TO  SUSQUEHANNA  RTVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
FY  1996  BUDGET 

JUSTIFICA-nON  OF  PROGRAM  AND  PERFORMANCE 


The  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission  was  created  by  Compact  (Public 
Law  91-575)  among  the  States  of  Maryland  and  New  York,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  and  the  Federal  Government.     The 
purpose  of  the  Compact  is  to  enable  the  signatory  parties  to  participate 
jointly  in  the  conservation,  utilization,  development,  and  control  of  water 
and  related  resources  in  the  region  of  the  Susquehanna  River  Basin. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  Compact,  the  Commission  is  directed  to  develop  and 
implement  comprehensive  plans,  policies,  and  programs  relating  to  the 
water  resources  of  the  Basin;  to  adopt  and  promote  uniform  and 
coordinated  policies  for  water  conservation,  control,  and  development  in 
the  Basin;  and  to  encourage  the  planning,  development,  and  financing  of 
water  resources  projects  according  to  such  plans  and  policies. 

The  principal  members  of  the  Conmiission  are  the  governors  of  the 
signatory  States,  or  their  appointed  designees,  and  a  Federal  Member 
appointed  by  the  President.     The  Compact  also  provides  for  the 
appointment  of  a  Commissioner  (Alternate  Member)  by  each  governor  and 
the  President  with  identical  powers  of  the  Member  and  power  to  vote  in 
the  absence  of  the  Member. 

The  fiscal  year  1996  budget  requests  $360,000  to  cover  the  Federal 
Government's  share  of  the  $2,490,000  current  expense  budget  of  the 
Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission.     Authority  for  the  Federal 
Government's  participation  in  the  current  expense  budget  of  the 
Commission  is  provided  for  under  Section   14.3  of  the  Susquehanna  River 
Basin  Compact  (Public  Law  91-575,  approved  December  24,   1970). 

In  Hscal  year  1996.  27  positions  will  be  funded  with  eight  positions 
unfunded. 

Introduction 

The  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission's  Hscal  year  1996  programs 
address  current  water  resources  issues  of  national  and  regional  concern, 
including  restoration  and  protection  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  flood  damage 
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redaction,   surface   and   ground -water  management   and   protection,   and 
nonpoint   source   pollution    management. 

The  Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission's  fiscal  year  1996  Operating 
Budget  of  $2,490,000  will  support  the  following  programs: 

Flood  Plain   Management  and  Protection 

This  program  has  received  continuing  attention  by  the  Commission  due  to 
the  high  flood  risk  in  the  basin  and  the  extremely  large  number  of  basin 
communities  located  in  high  flood  hazard  areas.     Flooding  which  occurred 
in  April,   1993  in  the  Susquehanna  River  underscores  the  importance  of 
this   program. 

Flood    Forecasting    Svstem    Improvement   Program 

Efforts  will  continue  to  be  directed  toward  completion  and  continued 
maintenance  of  the  Flood  Forecasting  Improvements   Program  initiated  by 
the  Conunission  in  cooperation  with  the  National  Weather  Service  (NWS) 
and  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey.     Program  elements  include  installation  of 
additional  rain  and  stream  gages,  new  computer  systems,  new  and 
enhanced  radar  systems  and  an   upgraded  communications  network,   all  of 
which  help  to  provide  more  timely  and  accurate  forecasts  for  the  entire 
Basin.    Thus  far,  the  U.S.  Congress  has  invested  $7  million  for  the  program 
and  the  Conmionwealth  of  Pennsylvania  an  additional  $233,700.     The 
Commission  continues  to  coordinate  the  efforts  of  federal,  state  and  local 
government  agencies  and  businesses  in  flood  prone  areas  to  improve  the 
effectiveness  of  this  program.      Without  continued  maintenance  the 
effectiveness  of  the  newly  installed  system  will  quickly  deteriorate.     The 
Commission  is  pleased  to  learn  that  its  recommended  funding  level  for  the 
program  has  been  approved  by  the  U.S.  House  Appropriations  Committee 
($1.25   million). 

Water    Supply    Management 

The  Commission  continued  its  management  of  storage  in  the  federally- 
owned  Cowanesque  Reservoir.     This  storage,  which  the  Commission 
acquired  under  contract  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  is  available  for 
release  during  periods  of  low  flow. 

Over  the  50-vear  life  of  this  project.  $168  million  will  be  returned  to  the 
Treasury  for  payment   of  sunk   costs,   operation   and   maintenance,   and 
interest.     The  feasibility  of  sinular  projects  at  other  Corps  Reservoirs,  and 
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major  state  reservoirs,  is  being  explored  as  part  of  an  overall  plan  to 
manage  basinwide  consumptive  losses  and   insure  adequate  inflows  to  the 
Chesapeake   Bay. 

The  Commission  is  currently  negotiating  with  a  large  utility  to  provide 
additional  water  supply  storage  at  Curwensville  Lake  in  Clearfield  County 
located  in  west  central  Pennsylvania.     This  project  will  return 
approximately    $13.000000   to   the   federal    treasury    as   reimbursement   for   a 
prorated  share  of  the  project's  original  cost.     The  Commission  has  organized 
a   basinwide   interagency   water  resources   management   committee   to 
address   water  resource   management   concerns   for   ground-water   supplies, 
instream   flow  needs,   consumptive   use   makeup   and  drought  emergency 
management.     Also,  the  Conunission,  in  cooperation  with  the  Pennsylvania 
Department  of  Environmental  Resources  and  the  Pennsylvania  Fish  and 
Boat  Commission  has  just  initiated  a  $500,000  instream  flow  study.     The 
participants  hope  that  the  study  will  provide  much  needed  insights  into 
the  instream  flow  requirements  of  typical  river  basin   streams  and  thus 
help  resource  managers  do  a  better  job. 

Chesapeake    Bay   Program 

Water  quality  activities  will  continue  at  a  high  level  of  priority  in  fiscal 
year   1996  with  continued  emphasis  on  monitoring  of  nonpoint  source 
contributions.     Special  effort  will  be  directed  to  identifying  major  nutrient 
loading  sources  throughout  the  Basin  in  cooperation  with  Maryland  and 
Pennsylvania  and   the  Environmental  Protection   Agency's  Chesapeake   Bay 
I^rogram.     A  special  aspect  of  the  program  is  monitoring  of  tile  drain 
effluent  from  two  farms  in  Dauphin  County,  Pennsylvania.     Nutrient 
monitoring  also  continues  on  selected  watersheds  in  the  basin  during 
various    precipitation    events. 

The  Commission  is  also  responsible  for  another  Bay-related  program 
funded  through  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Program.     Very  little  is  known  about 
the  exact  freshwater  inflow  needs  of  the  Bay,  though  this  unique  mixing  of 
freshwater  and   saltwater  has  produced  one  of  the  most  productive 
ecosystems  in  the  world.     The  Susquehanna  River  provides  over  60  percent 
of  the  freshwater  flows  to  the  Chesapeake  Bay  and  more  detailed  studies 
are  needed  to  assess  the  impacts  of  these  flows  into  the  Bay.     SRBC  will 
develop  a  strategy  to  address  the  relationship  of  freshwater  inflows  to 
salinity   distribution,   water  quality,  available  habitat  and   living  resources 
of  the  Chesapeake  Bay.     Information  learned  from  this  study  will  facilitate 
the  management  of  low  freshwater  flows  to  the  Bay. 
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On  another  Bay  topic,  over  the  years,  tens  of  millions  of  tons  of  natrient- 
laden  sediments  have  accumulated   behind  the  hydroelectric  dam   sites  on 
the  lower  Susquehanna  River.     If  suddenly  flushed  into  the  Bay  by  a  high 
water  event  on  the  Susquehanna,  the  consequences  could  be  devastating  to 
the  Bay's  delicate  ecology.     The  Conmiission,  working  through  the 
Pennsylvania   Department   of  Environmental   Resources   has   obtained 
$150,000  in  Bay  Program  funding  for  a  study  leading  to  the  development 
of  alternatives  to  deal  with  this  potential  ecological  time  bomb. 

Watershed    Management    and    Protection 

The  program  activities  under  this  topic  are  being  coordinated  with  the 
nonpoint  source  monitoring  program  to  identify  sp>ecific  areas  and  land 
uses  requiring  priority  action  under  State  and  Federal  programs.     This 
program,  in  cooperation  with  EPA,  includes  the  study  of  the  effects  of 
runoff  from  agricultural   activities. 

Recrearion.  Fish   and  Wildlife 

The  program  objective  is  to  preserve  and/or  enhance  existing  water- 
related  outdoor  recreation  and  where  possible  to  expand  these 
opportunities.     A  prime  example  is  the  Conmiission's  effort  to  achieve 
restoration  of  diadromous  fishes  to  the  Susquehanna  River  which  has  led 
to  the  installation  of  a  fish  passage  facility  at  the  Conowingo  Hydroelectric 
Project  in  Maryland.     Under  an  agreement  signed  on  June  1,  1993,  passage 
facilities  will  idso  be  installed  at  the  remaining  three  hydroelectric 
projects.     Hydro  licensees  will  work  closely  with  the  Cotmnission  and  other 
resource  agencies  as  installation  proceeds.     Upon  completion  of  these  Hsh 
passage  facilities,  the  shad  and  other  fish  will  once  again  be  able  to  spawn 
without  impediment  in  the  ecosystem  of  the  Susquehanna  River  and 
Chesapeake  Bay. 

Coordination 

The  Conrniission  coordinates  various  federal,  state  and  local  programs 
affecting  water  resources  in  the  basin.     The  Comprehensive  Plan  serves  as 
a  basis  for  developing  common  approaches  to  resolution  of  problems  and 
conflicts.     The  programs  involved  are  flood  control,  water  supply,  water 
quality,  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife,   and  watershed  management 
activities. 
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Project   Review 

The  Commission  is  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  conducting  review  of 
certain  projects  to  assure  they  are  compatible  with  the  Comprehensive 
Plan  and  that  they  comply  with  all  Commission  regulations.     These  reviews 
may  require  in  some  cases  extensive  technical  and  administrative  analysis, 
as  well  as  public  hearings.     Examples  are  re-licensing  of  hydroelectric 
facilities,  licensing  of  new  electric  generating  and  co-generating  facilities, 
industrial   and   municipal   withdrawals   from   surface   and/or   ground   waters, 
significant  discharges  to  waters  of  the  Basin,  and  flood  control  projects. 
The  Commission  has  implemented  a  project  review  application  and 
monitoring  fee  schedule  to  help  offset  the  increased  cost  of  conducting 
project  reviews  and  monitoring  project  compliance. 

Also,  a  complete  revision  of  the  Conmiission's  "Regulations  and  Procedures 
for  Review  of  Projects"  (18  CFR  Part  803)  is  underway  at  this  time.    These 
changes,  known  as  the  "onmibus  package  of  revision,"  were  published  as 
proposed  rules  in  June  1994.     A  series  of  eight  public  hearings  have 
already  beeu  held  and  the  Commission  hopes  to  move  toward  a  final  rule 
making  action  by  late  1994  or  early  1995. 

Debris    Management 

As  requested  by  the  signatory  parties,  particularly  the  State  of  Maryland, 
the  Commission  plans  to  continue  its  involvement  in  this  important  effort 
by  monitoring  the  efforts  of  the  licensees  and  producing  educational 
materials  and  programs  on  the  subject.  Already,  a  debris  management 
pamphlet  has  been  printed  and  distributed  by  the  Commission.  Licensees 
are  cooperating  by  implementing  debris  collection  and  disposal  programs 
at  their  individual  project  locations. 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
FY  1996  OPERATING  BUDGET 


Revenues: 

Signatory  Parties: 

Maryland 

NewYoA, 

Pennsylvania. 

Federal  Government.. 


FY  1994 
Budget 


$310,000 
$310,000 
$310,000 
$298,000 


FY  1995 
Budget 


$340,000 
$340,000 
$340,000 
$288,000 


FY  1996 
Budget 


$360,000 
$360,000 
$360,000 
$360,000 


Other  Revenues: 


Gram.  EPA-Water  Quality  (106).... 
Sale  of  Publicatioiis  &  Misc.  Inc.. 

Permit  &  Monitoring  Fees 

Building  Rental  Income 

iMscal  Stabilizaton  Fund  &.  Grants. 

TOTAL  ALL  SOURCES 


$80,000 

$80,000 

$80,000 

$80,000 

$42,000 

$52,000 

$45,000 

$65,000 

$150,000 

$41,000 

$41,000 

$41,000 

$422,000 

$502,000 
$2,038,000 

$727,000 

$1,896,000 

$2,490,000 

Expenditure: 

Persoimel  Services 

Fringe  Benefits „ 

Special  &.  Contractual  Services 

Travel  &  Subsistence,  Meetings 

Communications,  Postage 

Rent-Machinery  &  Equipment 

Printing.  Reproduction.  Legal  Ads.. 
Repairs  &  MainL-Bldg.  &  Equipment 

Other  Contractual  Services 

Utilities.  Janitorial  Serv 

Mortgage  Payments 

Supplies  &.  Materials 

Miscellaneous  Expenses 

Automobile  &  Office  Equipment 

TOTAL  EXPENDITURES 


$1,134,000 

$1,214,000 

$1,409,000 

$396,000 

$411,000 

$463,000 

$32,000 

$85,000 

$194,000 

$31,000 

$24,000 

$29,000 

$18,000 

$22,000 

$34,000 

$4,000 

$5,000 

$5,000 

$23,000 

$27,000 

$38,000 

$36,000 

$39,000 

$41,000 

$24,000 

$23,000 

$25,000 

$64,000 

$62,000 

$65,000 

$25,000 

$25,000 

$25,000 

$41,000 

$38,000 

$39,000 

$11,000 

$18,000 

$24,000 

$57,000 

$45,000 

$99,000 

$1,896,000 

$2,038,000 

$2,490,000 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RTVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
CONTRIBUTION  TO  SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

COMPARISON  (y  FUNDING 


Budget    Attthoriry 


Appropriation/Activity 

Contribution  to  Susquehanna  River 
Basin  Comnii«si<a 


1994 
Actual 


1995 
Estimate 


1996 
Estimate 


$298,000      $288,000        $360,000 


SUMMARY  OF  INCREASES/DECREASES  FOR  1996  BY  ACnVITY 


Activity:     Contribution  to  the 
CommissioiL 


1996 
Base 


Increase  (+) 
1996  or 

Estimate    Decrease  (-) 


$288,000      $360,000         ••■$72,000 


To  provide  for  the  1996  Federal  share  of  the  annual  expenses  of  the 
Susquehanna  River  Basin  Commission. 


JUSTinCATION 

Contribution  to  the  Commission:    Fiscal  Year  1995.  $288,000.    Fiscal  Year  1996, 
$360,000;  increase  of  $72,000. 


Increase  (+)  or 
Decrease  (-) 


Amoum 


$72,000 


Positions 


Total  Total 

Program        Positions      Explanation 


$360,000 


Federal   contribution   to 
1996  current  expense 
budget  of  the 
Susquehanna  River 
Basin  Commission. 
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SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 
CONTRIBUTION  TO  SUSQUEHANNA  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

For  payment  of  the  United  States  share  of  the  currem  expenses  of  the  Susquehanna 
River  Basin  Conunission,  as  authorized  by  law  (84  StaL   1530,  1531).  $360,000. 
(Energy  and  Water  Development  Appropriation  Act,   1995). 


Program  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification    code    46-0501-0-1-301 


1994 
Actual 


1995 
Estimate 


1996 
Estimate 


Program  by  activities: 


10.00      Contribution  to  the  Commission 
(object  class  41.0) 

Financing: 


298  288 


360 


40.00      Budget  authority  (appropriation). 


298 


288  360 


Relation  of  obligations  to  outlays: 
71.00      Obligations  incurred,  net. 


298 


288       360 


90.00   Outlays.. 


298 


288       360 
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